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CHAPTER 1A

Summary of the Recirculated Portions of the EIR

1A.1 Introduction

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is proposing the Alameda Creek
Recapture Project (ACRP or proposed project) as part of improvements to its regional water
system. The ACRP is a water supply project that would be located in the Sunol Valley in Alameda
County on lands owned by the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). Under the ACRP, the
SFPUC would construct pumping and associated facilities to withdraw water from Pit F2, an
existing quarry pit formerly used by quarry operators located adjacent to Alameda Creek about six
miles downstream of Calaveras Reservoir. The proposed project would “recapture” water that the
SFPUC is required to release or bypass upstream in Alameda Creek as part of operation of the new
Calaveras Dam to be completed in 2019. The SFPUC would convey the water pumped from Pit F2
to existing SFPUC facilities for treatment and distribution to its customers in the Bay Area. No
construction would occur within the Alameda Creek stream channel. The amount of water SFPUC
would pump from Pit F2 would be limited to the portion of water that seeps into Pit F2 that is
within the CCSF’s existing water rights.

In June 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified an environmental impact report (EIR)
for the ACRP in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Chapter 31
of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The EIR was appealed, and the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors upheld the appeal and directed the planning department to provide additional
information and analysis regarding operational impacts of the ACRP on steelhead fish in Alameda
Creek. In response, the San Francisco Planning Department prepared and published this document,
the recirculated portions of the EIR. This chapter summarizes the revisions made to the June 2017
EIR that are presented in this document, consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(g). The
reader is referred to Chapter 1 of the June 2017 EIR for a summary of all other information on the
environmental review of the ACRP.

1A.2 Contents of the Recirculated Portions of the EIR

This document consists of the following chapters: Chapter 13, Introduction to Recirculated Portions
of the EIR; Chapter 14, Revisions to the Project Description; Chapter 15, Recirculated Portions of
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures; as well as supporting appendices. The
information in this document is either new information to supplement the June 2017 EIR or new
information that supersedes and replaces certain portions of that previous document.
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Recirculated Portions of the EIR December 2019



1A. Summary of Recirculated Portions of the EIR

The recirculated portions of the EIR focus on the information requested by the San Francisco Board
of Supervisors, namely: (1) the project-specific operational impact on steelhead fish due to project-
induced changes in Alameda Creek streamflow; and (2) an independent third party review of the
groundwater/surface water analysis used in the EIR to support the fisheries impact analysis. This
document also contains additional information because subsequent to the June 2017 EIR, the
SFPUC revised the proposed operations of the ACRP. Specifically, the SFPUC revised the operating
protocols for the ACRP in order to avoid effects on Alameda Creek streamflow during the
steelhead migration season in response to concerns raised by the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMES) and by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).

Therefore, this document also describes the revised project operations and discusses those resource
areas that could potentially be affected by the revised project operations. The recirculated portions of
the EIR include associated revisions to the applicable setting, regulatory framework, approach to
analysis, and impact discussion for those resource areas that could be affected by the revised project
operations.

The supporting appendices in this document include: materials to support the CEQA recirculation
process (e.g., Notice of Preparation and scoping comments); the report of the independent third party
review of the groundwater/surface water analysis interactions; and revised and updated technical
appendices related to those resource topics that could be affected by the revised project operations
(i.e., fisheries resources, surface water hydrology, and groundwater/surface water interactions).

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors determined that with respect to the June 2017 EIR “as to all
other issues, the Board finds the Final EIR adequate, accurate, and objective, and no further analysis
is required.” Therefore, this document contains only the sections described above. The reader is
referred to the June 2017 EIR for all other information on the environmental review of the ACRP.

1A.3 Revisions to the Project Description

The SFPUC revised the operating protocols for the ACRP in response to concerns raised by NMFS
and CDFW. Section 14.3, Revised Project Operations, in this document supersedes and replaces
Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1, Proposed Operations, in the June 2017 EIR. The revised project operations
described in Section 14.3 are used in the revised impact analysis presented in Chapter 15 of this
document.

The SFPUC has also revised the schedule for project construction. Instead of an 18-month
construction period previously anticipated to occur between the fall of 2017 and the spring of 2019,
project construction is now anticipated to have a 20-month duration between 2020 and 2022.

Under the revised operations, the SFPUC estimates that compared to the operations presented in
the June 2017 EIR, the average annual recapture volume would be reduced from 7,178 acre-feet per
year to 6,045 acre-feet per year. The range of recapture volume would be reduced from a range of
4,878 to 9,161 acre-feet per year to a range of 4,045 to 8,031 acre-feet per year.

The revised project operations would impose more restrictive constraints for pumping water from
Pit F2 compared to the operations presented in the June 2017 EIR. In the June 2017 EIR, it was

SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project 1A-2 Planning Case No. 2015-004827
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1A. Summary of Recirculated Portions of the EIR

assumed that pumping could occur when water levels in Pit F2 are between 150 and 240 feet
elevation, but pumping could also occur with water levels as low as 100-feet elevation during
drought periods; under the revised operations, the SFPUC would maintain the water elevation in
Pit F2 between 180 and 240 feet under all conditions.

In the June 2017 EIR, project operations provided for pumping from Pit F2 to occur between April 1
and December 31 of each year (if pit water levels are greater than 150 feet). Under the revised
operations, the pumping period would be reduced from nine months to five months of each year,
with pumping generally limited to occur between July 1 and November 30 (if pit water levels are
greater than 180 feet); however, pumping could also occur between May 1 and June 30 but only when
there is no streamflow in Alameda Creek above the confluence with San Antonio Creek and the water
elevation in the pit is greater than 225 feet.

1A.4 Revisions to the Impact Analysis

The recirculated portions of the environmental impact analysis include the revised analysis of project
operations on steelhead fisheries and updated analyses of several other resource topics (listed below)
potentially affected by the revised project description.

The revised steelhead analysis replaces Impact BI-11 from the June 2017 EIR and is substantially
more detailed. It analyzes project impacts at a daily time step and incorporates quantified estimates
of seepage to Pit F2 based on the expanded analysis of groundwater/surface water interactions.
Other impacts examined that could be affected by the revised project operations and/or the
updated technical analysis include: special-status wildlife species, riparian habitat, groundwater
recharge, downstream water users, stability of geologic unit, and energy. Cumulative impacts that
could be affected by the revised construction schedule include: transportation, noise, recreation,
and hazardous materials.

Table 1A-1below summarizes the impacts addressed in the recirculated portions of the EIR. As noted
in the table, the revised analyses resulted in no changes to the impact significance and no changes to
mitigation measures from what was previously identified in the June 2017 EIR.

1A.5 Results of the Third Party Review of Groundwater/
Surface Water Analysis

The San Francisco Planning Department retained the services of Jean E. Moran, PhD and Professor
of Earth and Environmental Science at California State University, East Bay to conduct the
independent third party review of the adequacy and accuracy of the information related to
groundwater characteristics, including characterization of groundwater and surface water
interactions used in the EIR analysis of project impacts on streamflow in Alameda Creek that
could affect fisheries resources. Specifically, Dr.Moran reviewed Appendix HYD2,
Groundwater/Subsurface Water Interactions Technical Memorandum, of the June 2017 EIR and all
supporting information used in the preparation of that memorandum as well as other pertinent
portions of the EIR and associated administrative record as requested by Dr. Moran.
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1A. Summary of Recirculated Portions of the EIR

In her initial review of Appendix HYD2 and related EIR materials, Dr. Moran identified some
revisions needed in the EIR groundwater/surface water analysis related primarily to the need to
quantify certain groundwater parameters and to augment the discussion of ACRP operations. In
addition, subsequent to her initial review, the SFPUC developed revised operational protocols for
the ACRP. Consequently, the planning department determined that more detailed analysis was
required in the groundwater-surface water analysis to address identified revisions needed as well as
to analyze implications of the revised ACRP operations. The planning department directed that the
EIR consultants prepare a revised Appendix HYD2, which is now included as part of the recirculated
portions of the EIR— Appendix HYD2-R—and which supersedes the original Appendix HYD2 in the
June 2017 EIR. The revised analysis for operational impacts on steelhead presented in the recirculated
portions of the EIR relies on the analysis presented in Appendix HYD2-R.

The planning department then requested that Dr. Moran review Appendix HYD2-R as well as the
revised project operations. Dr. Moran'’s final report presenting the results of her third party review
of the EIR is based on review of Appendix HYD2-R, which takes into account the revised project
operations.

Dr. Moran’s final report states “The variety of data examined and the spatial and temporal data
coverage are adequate for addressing the central question of assessment of impacts on stream flow
in Alameda Creek due to the Project.” Furthermore, the report states “The primary assumptions
upon which the analyses are based are largely supported by observations and data, and by the
similar results determined using multiple analytical methods. Overall, the analyses provide a
reasonably reliable method for predicting creek leakage and seepage (groundwater flow) to and
from Pit F2.”

Dr. Moran notes that “Pumping from Pit F2 is to take place only between July 1 and Nov 30, when
streamwater-groundwater interaction is minimal and stream flow is generated by CDRP
[Calaveras Dam Replacement Project] releases.” She concludes that “pumping from the pit over
that time period should not significantly affect groundwater levels in the project area or
elsewhere.” Dr. Moran also reports that the conclusion in the EIR that the Livermore Gravels
subunit is not considered to have a dynamic influence on groundwater conditions that could affect
daily to seasonal impacts of ACRP operations is reasonable. She states, “the analysis in HYD2 uses
the available data to make predictions of potential impacts to streamflows using justifiable
assumptions and reasonable estimations of aquifer properties and relationships between stream
flow and flow through porous media.”

SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project 1A-8 Planning Case No. 2015-004827
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CHAPTER 13

Introduction to the Recirculated Portions of
the Draft EIR

13.1 Purpose

This document contains the recirculated portions of the draft environmental impact report (EIR)
on the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) Alameda Creek Recapture Project
(ACRP or project). The purpose of the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR is to address
significant new information identified subsequent to the June 2017 publication of the EIR on this
project, as provided for under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section
15088.5 and described below. The recirculated portions of the Draft EIR supplement the previously
published Draft EIR on the ACRP, and in some cases, replace portions of it. The San Francisco
Planning Department is publishing this document for public review and comment as required by
CEQA. The recirculated portions of the Draft EIR, responses to comments on this document, and
the previously published Draft EIR (June 2017) together will constitute the Final EIR on the ACRP.
Once certified, the Final EIR will be used as an informational document by governmental agencies
and the public to aid in the planning and decision-making process on the project in accordance with
CEQA requirements.

13.1.1 Overview of the ACRP Environmental Review Process

In compliance with the requirements of the CEQA (California Public Resources Code sections
21000 et seq.), CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, sections 15000 et seq.),
and San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31, the San Francisco Planning Department has
prepared an EIR on the proposed project. The planning department published the Draft EIR on
the ACRP on November 30, 2016, received public and agency comments over a 60-day public
review period, and then published the Responses to Comments document on June 7, 2017. The
San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Final EIR (consisting of the Draft EIR and the
Responses to Comments document) in June 2017. However, in response to an appeal on the
certification action, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted findings in September 2017,
reversing the certification of the Final EIR, and directed the planning department to provide
additional information on specific topics. Therefore, consistent with this direction from the board
of supervisors, the planning department has prepared this document — a partial revision to the
June 2017 EIR — to comply with the CEQA recirculation requirements.

Table 13-1 summarizes the chronology of the entire environmental review process for the ACRP
EIR, including the original Draft EIR and Responses to Comments document, the appeal process,

SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project 13-1 Planning Case No. 2015-004827ENV
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13. Introduction to the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR

the process for recirculating portions of the Draft EIR, and the ultimate certification process. For
details regarding the environmental review process for the Draft EIR published in November 2016
and the Responses to Comments document published in June 2017, please see Chapter 2 and
Chapter 9, respectively, of those two documents.

TABLE 13-1
SUMMARY OF ACRP EIR CEQA PROCESS

CEQA Process Date Location
Original Draft EIR

Notice of Preparation, publication June 24, 2015 —

EIR Scoping Period June 24, 2015 to July 27, 2015 —

EIR Scoping Meeting July 9, 2015 Sunol, CA
Draft EIR, publication November 30, 2016 —

Draft EIR Public Review Period November 30, 2016 to January 30, 2017 —

Public Hearing on Draft EIR January 5, 2017 San Francisco, CA
Responses to Comments Document on Original Draft EIR

Responses to Comments Document, publication June 7, 2017 —

EIR Certification Hearing on the Final EIR before the San | June 22, 2017 San Francisco, CA
Francisco Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. 19952 June 22, 2017

certifying the Final EIR

EIR Appeal

Appeal Letter from Alameda County Water District July 24, 2017 —

Appeal Hearing before the San Francisco Board of September 5, 2017 San Francisco, CA
Supervisors

San Francisco Board of Supervisors Motion No. M17-148 | September 19, 2017
reversing the Planning Commission’s certification

Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR

Agency Scoping Meeting on recirculated portions of the | October 3, 2017 Santa Rosa, CA
Draft EIR

Notice of Preparation of recirculated portions of the Draft | October 18, 2017 —
EIR, publication

Scoping Period, recirculated portions of the Draft EIR October 18, 2017 to December 6, 2017 —
Scoping Meeting, recirculated portions of the Draft EIR December 6, 2017 San Francisco, CA
Agency Coordination Meeting on recirculated portions of | May 30, 2018 Santa Rosa, CA
the Draft EIR

Presentation to the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration | September 12, 2019 Livermore, CA
Workgroup

Recirculated portions of the Draft EIR, publication December 4, 2019 —

Public Review Period on the recirculated portions of the | December 5, 2019 to January 21, 2020 —
Draft EIR

Public Hearing on recirculated portions of the Draft EIR | January 9, 2020 San Francisco, CA

Supplemental Responses to Comments on Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR and Final EIR

Supplemental Responses to Comment Document on To be determined —

Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, publication

Final EIR Certification Hearing To be determined San Francisco, CA
SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project 13-2 Planning Case No. 2015-004827ENV
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13. Introduction to the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR

13.1.2 Background on Recirculation

Appeal Process and Board of Supervisors Motion

As indicated on Table 13-1 above, the San Francisco Planning Department published the ACRP
Final EIR on June 7, 2017 (referred to hereafter as the “June 2017 EIR”). Two weeks later, on June 22,
2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission found the June 2017 EIR to be adequate, accurate,
and objective and certified it in compliance with the CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of
the San Francisco Administrative Code. Subsequent to that certification, the Alameda County
Water District (ACWD) filed an appeal to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (Board) on
July 24, 2017 requesting that the Board overturn the certification of the June 2017 EIR. The major
points in the ACWD appeal letter of July 24, 2017 related to operational impacts on steelhead fish
in the lower watershed as a result of project-induced streamflow, asserting: (1) the project would
result in potential “take” of Central California Coast (CCC) steelhead; and (2) modeled data
showed the project would substantially increase the number of days that streamflow conditions
in Alameda Creek at the Niles gage would be non-passable for steelhead.

On July 27, 2017, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) filed a letter in support of the
appeal that contained comments that the planning department considers to be “significant new
information” under CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 (see next section below for further
explanation of how such new information is to be handled during the CEQA review process). In
its letter, NMFS stated that it “believes the document does not contain sufficient information to
conclude the ACRP will not result in substantial effects on streamflow that support the migration
of CCC steelhead in Alameda Creek.” The letter of July 27, 2017 stated that: (1) the EIR needs to
present more clearly the comparison of hydrologic conditions “with” and “without” project
conditions; (2) the impacts to steelhead migration is based on an analysis of the long-term
operation of the ACRP and does not fully take into account short-term impacts, particularly
during dry years; (3) the analysis fails to consider that steelhead do not migrate only during peak
flow events, but may migrate anytime within the migration period when instream flows exceed
identified minimum flow levels (i.e., 25 cubic feet per second [cfs] for adults, 12 cfs for
juvenile/smolts in lower Alameda Creek); (4) the analysis should focus on changes in the amount
of time flows exceed these minimum migration thresholds; and (5) review of the data indicates
that in some years such as May 2008, ACRP operations will diminish migration opportunities for
steelhead, especially out-migrating steelhead smolts.

The letter provides clarification of NMFS’s concerns regarding how the project would affect low-
flow levels in Alameda Creek; the information in the NMFS letter constitutes significant new
information that NMFS had not previously identified. This significant new information from
NMEFS affects the CEQA evaluation of operational impacts of the project on CCC steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) distinct population segment (DPS), a species listed as threatened under the
federal Endangered Species Act.

In addition to the appeal letter filed by ACWD and the NMES letter in support of the appeal, the
San Francisco Planning Department and Planning Commission received a number of other letters
during the appeal process. The planning department prepared an appeal response memorandum

SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project 13-3 Planning Case No. 2015-004827ENV
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13. Introduction to the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR

and a supplemental response memorandum with written responses to all substantive comments
in those letters,! with one exception. The two memoranda did not include responses to those
comments related to operational impacts on CCC steelhead related to project-induced changes in

streamflow.

On September 19, 2017, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted findings reversing the
certification of the June 2017 EIR and directed the planning department to provide additional
information and analysis regarding whether the proposed project would result in operational
impacts on steelhead fish in the lower watershed as a result of project-induced effects on
streamflow in Alameda Creek (see Appendix BOS of this document).2 The Board also directed
that in conducting such additional environmental analysis, the planning department enlist an
independent third party to review the groundwater/surface water analysis used in the EIR to
determine if the analysis adequately and accurately supports the fisheries impact analysis as
required by CEQA. The Board determined that with respect to all other issues, the June 2017 EIR
is adequate, accurate, and objective, and no further analysis is required. Therefore, consistent
with this direction from the Board, the planning department has prepared this document: a
partial revision of the June 2017 EIR. It responds to the Board’s determination and provides
additional information and analysis on operational impacts on steelhead fish in the lower
watershed as a result of project-induced effects on streamflow in Alameda Creek in consideration
of the significant new information from NMFS.

As directed by the board of supervisors, comments from all organizations and individuals related
to operational impacts on steelhead fish in the lower watershed as a result of project-induced effects
on streamflow in Alameda Creek are addressed in this document, the recirculated portions of the
June 2017 EIR, specifically in Chapter 15, Recirculated Portions of Environmental Setting, Impacts,
and Mitigation Measures, Section 15.2, Fisheries Resources. Appendix APC provides a list of the
names of the agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted comments related to the
ACRP impacts on steelhead during the appeal process, along with a summary of their comments
and the location where their comments are addressed in this document.

Additional Significant New Information

Additional “significant new information,” as defined under CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5
(see next section below), also became available subsequent to the board of supervisors” directive
that the planning department conduct additional analysis regarding whether the proposed
project would result in operational impacts on steelhead fish in the lower watershed as a result of
project-induced effects on streamflow in Alameda Creek.

On October 17, 2017, NMFS issued a Biological Opinion for the ACWD/Alameda County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District’s Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage Improvement

San Francisco Planning Department, Appeal of Final Environmental Impact Report, SFPUC Alameda Creek
Recapture Project. Planning Case No. 2015-004827ENV, Board of Supervisors File No. 170893, August 28, 2017,
and Appeal of Final Environmental Impact Report Supplemental Responses, September 5, 2017.

2 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, File No. 171000, Motion No. M17-148, September 19, 2017.
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13. Introduction to the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR

Project, which provides new regulatory guidance for steelhead conditions in Lower Alameda
Creek. This information is relevant to the regulatory setting of the extended study area for the
steelhead analysis in the ACRP EIR, and consequently to the assessment of conditions that could
result in an adverse environmental effect. It is therefore is also considered to be “significant new
information” under CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. The new regulatory guidance for steelhead
conditions in Lower Alameda Creek is described and addressed in Chapter 15, Section 15.2, of this

document.

In response to concerns raised by NMFS during the appeal process and by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) during the scoping process for the recirculated portions
of the EIR, the SFPUC has revised the proposed operations of the ACRP to limit pumping during
the steelhead fish migration period. These project changes are important to assessing the issues
raised by NMFS and CDFW as well as the new regulatory guidance provided by NMEFS.
Consequently, this document includes the analysis of the physical environmental effects associated
with the revised project operations, particularly with respect to the changes in operational impacts
on streamflow in Alameda Creek and steelhead migration habitat, but also with respect to other
potentially affected resource topics such as terrestrial biological resources and downstream water
users. This document describes the revised project operations in Chapter 14, Revisions to the Project
Description, and analyzes the impacts of these project revisions in Chapter 15.

13.1.3 CEQA Requirements for Recirculation

Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines includes the following subsections relevant to the
recirculated portions of the EIR:

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added
to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review
under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term "information"
can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or
other information. New information added to an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is
changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents
have declined to implement.

(c)  If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only
recirculate the chapters or portion that have been modified.

(d) Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation
pursuant to Section 15086.

(f)  The lead agency shall evaluate and respond to comments as provided in Section 15088.
Recirculating an EIR can result in the lead agency receiving more than one set of comments
from reviewers.

(2) When an EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the
revised chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers
limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR. The
lead agency need only respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation
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13. Introduction to the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR

period that relate to chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and
recirculated, and (ii) comments received during the recirculation period that relate to
the chapters or portions of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. The lead
agency’s request that reviewers limit the scope of their comments shall be included
either within the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR.

(3)  As part of providing notice of recirculation as required by Public Resources Code
Section 21092.1, the lead agency shall send a notice of recirculation to every agency,
person, or organization that commented on the prior EIR. The notice shall indicate, at
a minimum, whether new comments may be submitted only on the recirculated
portions of the EIR or on the entire EIR in order to be considered by the agency.

(g) When recirculating a revised EIR, either in whole or in part, the lead agency shall, in the
revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR, summarize the revisions made to the
previously circulated draft EIR.

This document conforms to CEQA Guidelines for recirculation, including the provisions listed
above. With respect to section 15088.5(f)(2), the comments received during the initial circulation
period that relate to chapters or portions of the document that are not revised and recirculated by
this document have been fully responded to in writing in the Responses to Comments document
on the original Draft EIR published on June 7, 2017. Those published responses are already
included as part of the June 2017 EIR and are not reproduced in the recirculated portions of the
EIR, consistent with the San Francisco Board of Supervisors’ finding that “as to all other issues,
the Board finds the Final EIR adequate, accurate, and objective, and no further analysis is
required.” Consequently, and consistent with section 15088.5(f)(2), the planning department is
requesting that reviewers limit any new comments on the EIR to those issues addressed in the
revised chapters or portions of this recirculated EIR.

13.1.4 Contents of the Recirculated Portions of the EIR

In addition to this new Chapter 13, Introduction to the Recirculated Portions of the EIR, this
document contains the following new sections to the EIR: Chapter 14, Revisions to the Project
Description; Chapter 15, Recirculated Portions of Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures; and relevant supporting appendices. Revised and updated technical appendices relate to
those resource topics that could be affected by the revised project operations, namely fisheries
resources, surface water hydrology, and groundwater/surface water interactions (Appendix BIO2-
R; Appendix HYDI1-R; and Appendix HYD2-R, respectively). Other new appendices in the
recirculated portions of the EIR include materials to support the CEQA recirculation process (e.g.,
Notice of Preparation and scoping comments), and, as described below, the results of the
independent third party review of the groundwater/surface water interactions analysis.

The information in this document is either new information to supplement the June 2017 EIR or
new information that supersedes and replaces certain portions of that previous document; the
description of each section identifies whether it contains supplemental information or whether it is
a replacement of a section.

The recirculated portions of the impact analysis focus on the single issue identified by the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors: the project-specific operational impact on threatened CCC
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steelhead due to project-induced changes in Alameda Creek streamflow. However, this document
also discusses those resource areas that could be affected by the revised project operations,
including terrestrial biological resources and downstream water users. The recirculated portions of
the EIR include associated revisions to the applicable setting, regulatory framework, approach to
analysis, and impact discussion for those resource areas that could be affected by the revised project
operations, also taking into consideration the significant new information provided by NMFS.

This document does not contain the information that was previously determined by the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors to be adequate, accurate, objective, and in compliance with
CEQA. The reader is referred to the June 2017 EIR for information related to the following:
aspects of the project description that have remain unchanged (i.e., location, setting, background,
objectives, construction); plans and policies; all construction-related impacts; all operational
impacts not affected by the revised project operations; growth inducement; unavoidable
significant impacts; significant irreversible environmental changes; and evaluation of alternatives.

13.2 Third Party Review of Groundwater/Surface Water
Analysis

As part of the motion that reversed the certification of the June 2017 EIR, the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors directed the San Francisco Planning Department to conduct an independent third party
review of the groundwater/surface water analysis used in the EIR to determine if the analysis
adequately and accurately supports the fisheries impact analysis as required by CEQA. The final
report of the independent third party review is included in Appendix TPR of this document.

The San Francisco Planning Department retained the services of Jean E. Moran, PhD, and
Professor of Earth and Environmental Science at California State University, East Bay to conduct
the independent third party review of the adequacy and accuracy of the information related to
groundwater characteristics, including characterization of groundwater and surface water
interactions used in the EIR analysis of project impacts on streamflow in Alameda Creek that
could affect fisheries resources. Specifically, Dr.Moran reviewed Appendix HYD2,
Groundwater/Subsurface Water Interactions Technical Memorandum, of the June 2017 EIR and
all supporting information used in the preparation of that memorandum as well as other
pertinent portions of the EIR and associated administrative record as requested by Dr. Moran.

In her initial review of Appendix HYD2 and related EIR materials, Dr. Moran identified some
revisions needed in the EIR groundwater/surface water analysis related primarily to the need to
quantify certain groundwater parameters and to augment the discussion of ACRP operations. In
addition, subsequent to her initial review, the SFPUC developed revised operational protocols for
the ACRP. Consequently, the planning department determined that more detailed analysis was
required in the groundwater-surface water analysis to address identified revisions needed as well
as to analyze implications of the revised ACRP operations. The planning department directed that
the EIR consultants prepare a revised Appendix HYD2, which is now included as part of the
recirculated portions of the EIR—Appendix HYD2-R—and which supersedes the original
Appendix HYD2. The revised analysis for operational impacts on steelhead presented in the
recirculated portions of the EIR is based on the Appendix HYD2-R.
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The planning department then requested that Dr. Moran review Appendix HYD2-R as well as the
revised project operations. Dr. Moran's final report presenting the results of her third party review
of the EIR is based on review of Appendix HYD2-R, which takes into account the revised project
operations.

13.2.1 Summary of Appendix HYD2-R

The recirculated portions of the Draft EIR include a revised and expanded version of
Appendix HYD2 (referred to as Appendix HYD2-R), a technical report that discusses
groundwater and surface water conditions and interactions in the ACRP EIR study area. The
revised Appendix HYD2-R provides a substantially more detailed characterization of the
groundwater and surface water hydrology in the Sunol Valley for use in the EIR impact analysis.
A short abstract of the report is presented below, but the reader is referred to Appendix HYD2-R
for the complete report, including descriptions of regional and local geology, methodology for
quantification of groundwater characteristics, and graphic representation of data and results.

Appendix HYD2-R provides a description and quantification of groundwater-surface water
interactions that are relevant to the proposed ACRP operation based on empirical data including
groundwater levels, surface water elevations, Alameda Creek streamflow; observations from other
field studies; and analytical and numerical methods to quantify groundwater movement. Previous
streamflow studies and mining experience have indicated significant surface water losses from
Alameda Creek occur between Welch Creek and San Antonio Creek. These losses from surface
flows to the subsurface accumulate in existing quarry pits, including Pit F2. Seepage from the creek
directly into Pit F2 also occurs but is restricted by a slurry cut-off wall that partially surrounds the
quarry. Monitoring well data and mapping indicate limited available storage space in the shallow
aquifer. The data also indicate when the stream no longer provides recharge into the summer and
fall periods, and when groundwater levels decline to seasonal low elevations due to seepage losses
into adjacent quarry pits and by movement out of Sunol Valley through Niles Canyon.

In the quantitative analysis of groundwater flow upstream of the quarry reach of Alameda Creek,
Appendix HYD2-R found that the range of volumetric flow in the shallow aquifer varied between
0 and 1 cfs at the same time streamflow varied from 0 to 2,250 cfs. This is consistent with an aquifer
of limited volume and a creek serving as the predominant source of recharge, which are key
characteristics of the groundwater and surface water interactions in the project area. Similarly,
seepage from the creek into Pit F2 was found to range from 0 to about 1 cfs. A mass balance that
incorporated continuous pit volume changes along with precipitation, evaporation and runoff
produced a good match providing a means to assess the effects of variable pit levels on seepage
from Alameda Creek into Pit F2 under the scenarios evaluated. Results were also consistent with
previous field observations of stream losses through the same reach that were part of studies
concerning aquatic habitat restoration of Alameda Creek in the Sunol Valley.

13.2.2 Summary of Third Party Review of Appendix HYD2-R

The purpose of the third party review of Appendix HYD2-R is to provide an independent review
of the analyses and model of groundwater and surface water interactions used in the ACRP EIR,
with particular focus on Appendix HYD2-R. The report provides an assessment of the data,
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analytical methods, assumptions, and interpretations presented in Appendix HYD2-R, then
determines the adequacy of the characterization of surface water-groundwater exchange.

The report states “The variety of data examined and the spatial and temporal data coverage are
adequate for addressing the central question of assessment of impacts on stream flow in Alameda
Creek due to the Project." Furthermore, the report states “The primary assumptions upon which
the analyses are based are largely supported by observations and data, and by the similar results
determined using multiple analytical methods. Overall, the analyses provide a reasonably reliable
method for predicting creek leakage and seepage (groundwater flow) to and from Pit F2.”

Dr. Moran notes that "Pumping from Pit F2 is to take place only between July 1 and Nov 30, when
streamwater-groundwater interaction is minimal and stream flow is generated by CDRP
releases."3 She concludes that “pumping from the pit over that time period should not significantly
affect groundwater levels in the project area or elsewhere.” Dr. Moran also reports that the
conclusion in the EIR that the Livermore Gravels subunit is not considered to have a dynamic
influence on groundwater conditions that could affect daily to seasonal impacts of ACRP
operations is reasonable. She states, “the analysis in HYD2 [now referred to as Appendix HYD2-R]
uses the available data to make predictions of potential impacts to streamflows using justifiable
assumptions and reasonable estimations of aquifer properties and relationships between stream
flow and flow through porous media.”

Dr. Moran points out certain limitations and sources of uncertainty in Appendix HYD2-R. These
include reliance on data and interpretation from many previous studies, absence of data for future
with-CDRP conditions, uncertainty in the volume of water in the quarry pits, and the limited
information on aquifer heterogeneity. The reader is referred to Appendix TPR for the complete
report by the independent third party reviewer.

13.3 CEQA Recirculation Process

13.3.1 Notice of Preparation and Scoping

On October 18, 2017, the planning department issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the
Recirculated Portions of an Environmental Impact Report to governmental agencies,
organizations, and persons interested in the proposed project, notifying them of the preparation
and recirculation of portions of the ACRP EIR (see Appendix NOP2). During a 30-day public
scoping period that started on October 18, 2017 and ended on November 17, 2017, the planning
department received written comments from two state agencies, two regional agencies, and one
non-governmental organization, as listed in Section 13.5, below. No individual citizens submitted
scoping comments. Copies of the comment letters are included in Appendix NOP2.

In addition, in response to a request received in a written scoping comment, the planning
department held a public scoping meeting on December 6, 2017 at its offices at 1650 Mission

3 CDRP stands for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project, which when completed will be subject to regulatory
permits requiring the SFPUC to make releases from Calaveras Reservoir and to allow bypass flows around the
Alameda Creek Diversion Dam. See Chapter 14 for further discussion.
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Street, San Francisco to receive oral comments on the scope of the recirculated portions of the
EIR. The planning department also extended the scoping period by an additional 19 days
through December 6, 2017. Representatives from one state agency, three regional agencies, one
non-governmental organization, and one individual participated in the scoping meeting, either in
person or by telephone. Two persons presented oral comments. Transcripts of the scoping
meeting are also included in Appendix NOP2.

All written and oral comments received on the NOP of a recirculated portion of the EIR are
summarized below in Section 13.5. The planning department has considered all comments made
by the public and agencies during (and after) the scoping period in preparing the recirculated
portions of the EIR on the proposed project.

13.3.2 Consultation Concerning Recirculated Portions of the EIR

As part of the CEQA recirculation process and consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15086,
the planning department and the SFPUC have consulted with and requested comments on the
recirculated portions of the EIR from responsible and trustee agencies with resources affected by
the project (i.e., CDFW), federal agencies which exercise authority over resources that may be
affected by the project (i.e., NMFS), and other members of the public who have filed a written
request with the planning department. In addition to the scoping meeting described above, the
planning department and the SFPUC conducted several meetings with these agencies and other
stakeholders to solicit comments, to provide revised and updated information, and to present
preliminary results of the revised analysis of operational impacts on steelhead prior to the
publication of the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR (see Table 13-1, above).

On October 3, 2017, the planning department facilitated a meeting at the CDFW offices in Santa
Rosa to notify responsible and trustee agencies of its intent to recirculate a limited portion of the
EIR on the ACRP and to solicit agencies comments on the scope of the recirculated portion of the
EIR. Meeting attendees included representatives of CDFW, NMFS, and SFPUC, with the EIR
consultants representing the planning department. Items discussed at the meeting included
background on the ACRP, an overview of the hydrologic model developed specifically for use in
the Alameda Creek watershed, and background on the CEQA process to date. The meeting also
included a question and answer period and an opportunity for the agencies to provide comments
on the scope of the recirculated portions of the EIR.

On May 30, 2018, the planning department facilitated a second consultation meeting at the
CDEFW offices in Santa Rosa. The purpose of this meeting was to respond to NMFS and CDFW
comments on the ACRP EIR, to explain the approach to the revised steelhead impact analysis,
and to continue consultation with CDFW as a CEQA trustee agency for this project. Meeting
attendees included representatives of CDFW, NMFS, SFPUC, and the planning department,
along with EIR consultants with expertise in fisheries biology and groundwater hydrology. Items
discussed at the meeting include a presentation of the proposed project (including certain new
operational protocols), a description of the hydrogeology and surface water/subsurface water
interactions in the project area, and a discussion of the revised and augmented hydrologic
analysis to be used for the steelhead impact analysis. One outcome of this meeting is that CDFW
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submitted an additional scoping letter (see Section 13.4, below), and the planning department
prepared written responses to these comments and sent them to CDFW in October 2019.4

On November 1, 2018, the SFPUC met with NMFS and CDFW to present and explain the revised
ACRP project operations. The SFPUC developed these revised project operations to avoid pumping
during the steelhead migration season in response to concerns raised by CDFW. See Chapter 14,
Revisions to the Project Description, for a description of the revised project operations.

On September 12, 2019, the planning department, its consultants, SFPUC, and Dr. Jean Moran
made a presentation to the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup. The SFPUC
described the revised project operations. Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, the
planning department’s groundwater consultant, summarized the revised groundwater and
surface water analysis in Appendix HYD2-R, and Dr. Moran presented the results of the
independent third party review of the groundwater/surface analysis (as required by the Board of
Supervisors resolution). ESA, the planning department’s CEQA consultant, described the
contents of the recirculated portions of the EIR, the revised steelhead impact analysis, and the
preliminary impact conclusions. People attending this meeting included representatives from
NMEFS, CDFW, SFPUC, ACWD, Alameda County Resource Conservation District, Zone 7 Water
Agency, Alameda Creek Alliance, Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency, East Bay
Regional Park District, Trout Unlimited, and Caltrout. Appendix ACFRW includes a copy of the
agenda, presentation, and sign-in sheets of this meeting.

13.3.3 Public Review of Recirculated Portions of Draft EIR

The San Francisco Planning Department published the recirculated portions of the Draft ACRP
EIR on December 4, 2019. The public review period extends from December 5, 2019 to January 21,
2020, a 48-day period during which time the planning department will accept comments on the
recirculated portions of the Draft EIR. On December 4, 2019, the planning department also
distributed notices of availability of the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR, published
notification of its availability in a newspaper of general circulation in San Francisco, and posted
notices at the project site.

The recirculated portions of the Draft ACRP EIR was distributed to local, state, and federal agencies
and to interested organizations for review and comment. Copies of the recirculated portions of the
Draft ACRP EIR were made available for public review at the following locations: (1) San Francisco
Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, Planning Information Center, San Francisco,
California; (2) San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin Street, San Francisco, California; and
(3) Alameda County Main Library, 2450 Stevenson Boulevard, Fremont, California. Electronic
copies of the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR can be accessed through the internet on the
planning department website, at the following address: https://sfplanning.org/environmental-
review-documents. All documents referenced in the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR and all

4 San Francisco Planning Department, Chris Kern, Senior Planner. Memorandum to Sean Cochran, Marcia
Grefsrud, Craig Weightman, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, regarding Responses to Scoping
Letters from California Department of Fish and Wildlife, October 28, 2019.
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portions of the June 2017 EIR are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 as part of Case File Number 2015-
004827ENV.

Written comments on the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR should be sent by mail to: Chris
Kern, Environmental Planning, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103; or by email to: chris.kern@sfgov.org.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they
communicate with the planning commission or the planning department. All written or oral
communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to
the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the department’s website
or in other public documents.

During the public review period, the planning department will conduct a public hearing to
receive oral comments on the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR. The public hearing is
scheduled to be held before the San Francisco Planning Commission on January 9, 2020 at
San Francisco City Hall. Call 415-558-6422 the week of the public hearing for a recorded message
giving a more specific time for the hearing. A court reporter will be present at the public hearing
to transcribe the oral comments verbatim and prepare a written transcript of hearing.

As indicated in CEQA Guidelines, section 15088.5(f)(2) and described above, the planning
department is requesting reviewers of the recirculated portions of the Draft EIR to “limit their
comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR.”

13.3.4 Responses to Comments Document and Final EIR

After the close of the public review period on the recirculated portions of the June 2017 EIR, the
planning department will review all written and oral comments submitted on the recirculated
portions of the June 2017 EIR and prepare a Supplemental Responses to Comments document.
The Supplemental Responses to Comments document will present all written and oral comments
received on the recirculated portions of the June 2017 EIR and will include the planning
department’s written responses to all substantive comments. The Supplemental Responses to
Comments document will be released for public review, circulated to all persons, organizations,
and agencies submitting comments on the recirculated portions of June 2017 EIR, and posted on
the planning department’s website.

Together, the recirculated portions of the June 2017 EIR, the responses to comments on the
recirculated portion of the June 2017 EIR (i.e., the Supplemental Responses to Comments
document), and the June 2017 EIR (Draft EIR and its responses to comments document) will
constitute the complete Final EIR on the ACRP, in compliance with CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

The San Francisco Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider the adequacy of
the Final EIR in complying with the requirements of CEQA. If the Commission finds that the
Final EIR complies with CEQA requirements, it will certify the Final EIR.

SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project 13-12 Planning Case No. 2015-004827ENV
Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR December 2019



13. Introduction to the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR

If the Final EIR is certified, the SFPUC will then review and consider the certified Final EIR before
taking an approval action on the proposed project. If the SFPUC decides to approve the project, it
will adopt CEQA findings, including adopting or rejecting mitigation measures and alternatives to
avoid or reduce significant impacts, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP)
(CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15092). Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15097, the
MMRP is a program designed to ensure implementation of the mitigation measures identified in
the Final EIR to reduce or avoid the project’s significant environmental effects, and which, as part of
the CEQA process, has been adopted by decision-makers and made conditions of project approval.
Because the ACRP EIR does not identify any significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to
less-than-significant levels, the project approval findings for this project will not need to include a
statement of overriding considerations if identified mitigation measures or alternatives are adopted
that mitigate all significant effects (CEQA Guidelines section 15093[b]).

13.4 Summary of Scoping Comments on Recirculated
Portions of the EIR

The planning department received written scoping comments on the recirculated portions of the
EIR from the agencies and organization listed in Table 13-2, and persons providing oral comment
at the scoping meeting are also listed in this table. Table 13-3 summarizes all scoping comments
received and indicates where in the EIR (including the June 2017 EIR and the recirculated
portions of the EIR) those comments are addressed. Copies of these scoping comment letters and
the scoping meeting transcript are included in Appendix NOP2.

TABLE 13-2
LIST OF AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS SUBMITTING SCOPING COMMENTS
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF ACRP EIR

Agency / Organization Name and Title of Person Submitting Comments Comment Date

Federal and State Agencies

California Department of Fish and Wildlife | Craig Weightman, Acting Regional Manager, Bay 11/14/2017

(CDFW) Delta Region

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Sean Cochran, District Fisheries Biologist, Bay Delta 12/6/2017

(CDEW) Region (oral comments at Scoping Meeting)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife | Sean Cochran, District Fisheries Biologist, Bay Delta 6/22/2018

(CDEW) Region

California Department of Transportation Patricia Maurice, District Branch Chief, 11/20/2017

(Caltrans)

Regional and Local Agencies

Alameda County Water District (ACWD) Robert Shaver, General Manager 11/16/2017

Alameda County Water District (ACWD) Thomas Nieser, Water Resources Planning Manager 12/6/2017

(oral comments at Scoping Meeting)

Alameda County Water District (ACWD) Robert Shaver, General Manager 12/6/2017

Alameda County Flood Control and Water Elke Rank 10/31/2017

Conservation District, Zone 7 (Zone 7)

Non-Governmental Organizations

Alameda Creek Alliance Jeff Miller, Director 11/15/2017
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TABLE 13-3

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where
Comments is Addressed

Federal and State Agencies

CDFW 1. The hydrologic analysis in the original EIR did not summarize results of | Section 15.2, Fisheries
(11/14/2017) | the Alameda System Daily Hydrologic Model (ASDHM) on a daily basis. It | Resources, revised
is important that the revamped analysis summarizes and depicts modeled approach to analysis and
daily patterns of flow across all water year types used in the analysis to revised hydrologic
determine if project stream flow patterns are appreciably different without | analysis of flows
project conditions (Calaveras Dam Replacement scenario), and whether it (Section 15.2.3.2), and
reduces stream flows at locations or during time periods that might revised Impact BI-11
negatively impact steelhead. (Section 15.2.3.3)
CDFW 2. Our primary concern is whether the ACRP will restrict adult steelhead from | Section 15.2, Fisheries
(11/14/2017), | being able to migrate upstream and access spawning areas above the project, Resources, revised
cont’d and if it will restrict steelhead smolts from being able to outmigrate through approach to analysis and
the affected stream area to San Francisco Bay. To assess this, the EIR should revised hydrologic
compare modeled with and without ACRP stream flows to estimate passage analysis of flows
flows in the area downstream of the project for steelhead adults and smolts. (Section 15.2.3.2), and
There are already sources available to estimate minimum passage flow revised Impact BI-11
conditions including channel cross-section stage discharge relationships (Section 15.2.3.3)
incorporated in the ASDHM (229 total through entire watershed), and fish
passage studies done in the Sunol Valley area of Alameda Creek and in the
flood control channel. Comparisons should be made and summarized across
each hydrologic year in the analysis, but need not extend outside the migration
time period considered relevant for each life stage.
CDFW 3. We would ideally like the ASDHM to be further refined to account for total | Appendix HYD2-R
(11/14/2017), | volume of water in the shallow Sunol aquifer, and volume of water recaptured | (aquifer volume)
cont’d by quarry operations. Generating these estimates, would help ensure that .
recapture operations are balanced and do not result in overdraft. COFW Append1x. HYDI-R
recommends that the EIR provide a feasible method to measure total volume (quarry discharges)
of water recaptured compared to total volume of water available in the aquifer.
CDFW 4. Please be advised that proposing the recapture of creek underflow that Chapter 14, Revisions to
(11/14/2017), | resurfaces in quarries will require a Lake and Streambed Alteration the Project Description
cont’d Agreement (LSAA) since there is a direct connection to water being pumped (project approvals,
from quarries and streamflow in Alameda Creek. Section 14.4)
CDFW 5. CDFW recommends recapture be further restricted. Instead of not Chapter 14, Revisions to
(11/14/2017), | permitting pumping from December through March only, pumping should the Project Description
cont’d also not be permitted in April and May. Pumping in April and May overlaps | (revised operations,
with the smolt outmigration time period and could reduce surface flow in Section 14.3)
Alameda Creek and prevent smolts from being able to outmigrate to the bay.
CDFW recommends recapture operations be permitted in June through
November only.
CDFW 6. CDFW recommends that the SFPUC explore mechanisms to gain assurance | Section 15.2, Fisheries
(11/14/2017), | that the quarry operators will curtail pumping during critical time periods for | Resources, revised impact
cont’d steelhead, namely, January through May which corresponds to time periods analysis of flows Impact

when adult steelhead migrate into the Alameda Creek for spawning and
smolts migrate downstream to San Francisco Bay. Removal of water from

Pit F2 by SFPUC or the quarry operators during this time period could result
in increased streambed percolation upstream of the quarries and a reduction in
flows for migrating steelhead, even when accounting for the additional
discharge provided to the stream by the quarry operations. The EIR should
therefore include conditions that curtail pumping from Pit F2 during this time
period.

BI-11 (Section 15.2.3.3)

Appendix HYD1-R
(quarry NPDES
discharges)

Appendix HYD2-R
(seepage analysis)

Chapter 14, Revisions to
the Project Description
(revised operations,
Section 14.3)
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TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where
Comments is Addressed

Federal and State Agencies (cont.)

CDFW 7. The original Draft EIR in Table 3-5 indicates that in dry years proposed Chapter 14, Revisions to
(11/14/2017), | recapture volumes will be greater than SFPUC bypass flows that infiltrate the Project Description
cont’d pond F2. Additionally, the Draft EIR also indicates the SFPUC would reserve | (revised operations,

the right to roll over unutilized recapture from previous years to years where | Section 14.3)

there is additional storage available in supply reservoirs for recapture. CDFW .

is concerned such practices will create an imbalance and could create further Appendix HYD,Z’ rev

reductions in streamflow during dry and critically dry drought years. We (seepage analysis)

recommend proposed recapture be reduced during dry years to levels less

than average infiltration of bypass flows to pit F2, and that the roll over

recapture option is removed. The EIR should specifically indicate that roll-over

recapture will not occur.
Sean The key thing that we would like to get at with this analysis that the previous | Section 15.2, Fisheries
Cochran, EIR really didn’t thoroughly document, that we at least see, is the recapture Resources, revised
CDFW operation’s effect on kind of how it affects streamflow at specific times, not hydrologic analysis of
(12/6/17 necessarily volumes of flow, you know, across a particular time period. flows and impact
fﬁzg;gg) So really Yvha} we want .to address, really.w.hét we c'an kinc.l of see as the fna.jor Zgzlzzizis(es gclt;?; alCEt) ;13_)121)/

shortcoming in the previous EIR’s analysis is it didn't look into how the timing (Section 15.2.3.3)

of the streamflow with the ACRP would affect steelhead. And that’s what

we're — kind of really would like to get from the recirculated modeling

analysis.
CDFW We are pleased to hear that per consultation with an outside subject matter | Appendix HYD2-R
(6/22/2018) expert SFPUC has chosen to do accounting for total volume of water in the

Sunol Valley groundwater basin. However, there are groundwater

accounting concerns we raised in our comment letter dated November 14,

2017 (attachment 1) that are not yet addressed. In the following comments

we will interchange the terms groundwater, subsurface flow and creek

underflow, but in our opinion the correct characterization of water in this

shallow confined aquifer is subterranean streamflow.
CDFW At this time there are no plans to estimate the proportion of Calaveras Dam | Appendix HYD2-R
(6/22/2018), | Replacement Project (CDRP) prescribed releases that percolate into the (seepage analysis)
cont’'d shallow Sunol Valley groundwater basin upstream of Node 6 that is .

recaptured in quarry Pit F2. In Appendix HYD1 in the original EIR titled Appendix HYDl'R

Surface Water Hydrology Report for the SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture (ASDHM assumptions)

Project it makes it clear that the hydrologic analysis makes an assumption

that all Alameda Creek flow losses between Welch Creek (node 4) and San

Antonio Creek (node 6) are assumed to infiltrate to quarry Pit F2. This is a

flawed assumption that we fear could result in a mass imbalance between

water recapture in Pit F2 and replenishing inputs from the Sunol Valley

aquifer. This will be discussed further in this document.
CDFW To us it seems logical only a portion of underflow in the Sunol Valley Appendix HYD2-R
(6/22/2018), | upstream of San Antonio Creek would reach Pit F2, and that some of this (seepage analysis)
cont’d water would traverse the whole basin and remerge as streamflow in

Alameda Creek at the top of Niles Canyon. In the most recent ACRP
meeting Tom Elson of Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers
presented data that directly confirmed this showing that at groundwater
monitoring wells 9 and 10 Alameda Creek is a gaining stream, with
groundwater inputs from Sunol Valley underflow. We highly recommend
incorporating both the above factors into a more detailed groundwater and
surface water hydrology model.
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TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where
Comments is Addressed

Federal and State Agencies (cont.)

CDFW
(6/22/2018),
cont’d

This is similar to comment 5 in our November 2017 letter regarding recapture
timeframe and Pit F2 water levels. Based on the description of the ACRP in the
original project EIR, SFPUC would recapture water from Pit F2 between April
and December, and no water recapture would occur from January through
March. During the water recapture period water surface levels in Pit F2 could
be drawn as low as 100 feet above mean sea level (msl), but would usually be
maintained above 150 feet above msl. Water levels during months where
water recapture would not occur would rise and be maintained between 200
and 240 feet above msl. With no true estimate of groundwater replenishment
rates to Pit F2, it is in our opinion an unknown whether recapturing an
average annual amount of 7,178 acre-feet is sustainable. CDFW is concerned
that this project could result in extended periods of water drawdown in quarry
Pit F2. This could potentially have significant negative effects on streamflow. A
misconception of this project has been characterization of the connection
between streamflow, underflow, and water in quarry Pit F2. The ACRP project
team acknowledges a connection between streamflow and water in Pit F2
when water surface levels in the quarry rise above the Livermore geologic
deposits. When water is below these deposits the project team has portrayed
them as isolated systems, with continued seepage of aquifer underflow to

Pit F2, but no direct effect of one on the other. We however would characterize
this as a more complex relationship. Continued drawdown of Pit F2 below the
Livermore deposits affects the time it takes aquifer seepage to replenish the pit
and establish a direct connection to the aquifer. Sustainable operation of this
system should take this into account and would make withdrawals from Pit F2
during only the summer and fall, when streamflow is ephemeral, and water
levels in the aquifer decrease. The recapture amount should be such that when
winter rains begin, there would be a high likelihood that input from the
aquifer would refill the pit and establish a direct connection with the Sunol
aquifer for at least a portion of the adult migration and smolt outmigration
period. This operational strategy would better mimic natural patterns in
streamflow and groundwater, and reduce streamflow losses during a critical
period for steelhead.

Chapter 14, Revisions to
the Project Description
(revised operations,
Section 14.3)

Appendix HYD2-R
(seepage analysis)

CDFW
(6/22/2018),
cont’d

This comment is similar to the previous, but in our November 2017 letter we
raised concerns that the project EIR stated SFPUC planned to roll over
unutilized recapture across years. This comment still remains unaddressed,
but fits in with our concerns that there is not detailed enough groundwater
modeling to look at groundwater inflows to Pit F2 and create a mass balance
water model.

Chapter 14, Revisions to
the Project Description
(revised operations)

Appendix HYD2-R
(groundwater and mass
balance analysis)

CDFW
(6/22/2018),
cont’d

In the May 30, 2018 ACRP meeting Tim Ramirez of SFPUC presented several
project protections we presume were measures to protect streamflow for
outmigrating steelhead smolts including halting recapture operations when
water in Pit F2 was above the Livermore gravels (>225 feet above msl) and
when streamflow at the Siphon bridge was >10 cfs. Chris Fitzer of ESA also
presented a series graphs with hydrologic modeling output for the CDRP
scenario for the spring of 2008 (dry water year) with separate breakouts of
streamflow at node 5 (upstream of pit F2), natural accretion between nodes 5
and 7, and the net streamflow gain from quarry discharge from pit F2
(factoring in downstream percolation loss). The objective of this was to make a
point that streamflow losses upstream of Pit F2 may make smolt outmigration
not feasible from upstream areas, despite quarry discharge gains downstream.
Both Chris and Tim cited previous steelhead migration studies in Sunol
indicated that a 10 cfs flow was needed to aid steelhead smolts in passage over
critical riffles. While we appreciate the detailed examination of hydrologic
model output and consideration of measures to protect steelhead smolts, we

Chapter 14, Revisions to
the Project Description
(revised operations,
Section 14.3)

Section 15.2, Fisheries
Resources, revised
analysis of operational
impacts on steelhead,
Impact BI-11

(Section 15.2.3.3)

Appendix HYD2-R
(seepage rates)

Appendix HYD1-R
(quarry NPDES
discharges)
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13. Introduction to the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR

TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED

ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where
Comments is Addressed

Federal and State Agencies (cont.)

CDFW think the most effective method to prevent project impacts to steelhead smolts
(6/22/2018), | is to start water recapture operations annually in June after the smolt
cont’d outmigration season has ended as we previously suggested in our November
2017 comment letter. Even as flows at node 5 decrease to levels that might be
considered marginal for migration of steelhead smolts from upstream, there
will be steelhead smolts actively migrating below this site. Any reduction in
streamflow within the ACRP project reach or below is an impact that will
affect the likelihood these fish will successfully make it to San Francisco Bay.
The ACRP, as proposed, would affect streamflow in two ways by reducing
quarry NPDES discharge to Alameda Creek, but more importantly by
potentially drawing down the Sunol aquifer and increasing percolation losses
from the stream channel upstream of the project.
CDFW If the project goes forward with the current proposal to recapture water Chapter 14, Revisions to
(6/22/2018), | from Pit F2 from April through December, we would like to see detailed the Project Description
cont’d summaries of streamflow model results to determine project effects not just | (revised operations,
across all years in the analysis, but a detailed breakdown within respective | Section 14.3)
years, with particular emphasis on dry years. What will be most critical is . . .
assessing effects to outmigrating smolts in April and May (see comment 2 in Section 15.2, Fllsherles
our November 2017 letter). We would like this summary to take into account Resources, revised .
passage flows required for steelhead smolts in the stream from node 9 apprgach to analysis
upstream through the project reach, and to summarize the results in a way (SeFtlon 15'2'3',2) and
where one can discern for respective years whether the project results in any rev1seq a“aIYSIS of
reductions in migration opportunity. Exceedance curves alone while operational impacts on
informative do not provide this level of detail. Alameda County Water steelhead, Impact BI-11
District (ACWD) is required to provide minimum bypass flows which are (Section 15.2.3.3)
inclusive of CDRP contributions below their facilities at Niles Cone in April
and May for smolt outmigration based on measured flow at node 9, which is
the location of the Alameda Creek Niles USGS gage. These bypasses are
required under a NMFS biological opinion (SWR-2013-9696). Any reduction
in ACWD's ability to meet these minimum bypass flows due to a reduction
in streamflow at node 9 from this project will be an impact.
CDFW A general comment to take into consideration. A lot of presumptions Appendix HYD1-R
(6/22/2018), | regarding this project rely on estimating the quantity, timing and water quality | (quarry NPDES
cont’d of quarry discharges, both under existing and future conditions. Frankly there | discharges)
are a lot of unknowns surrounding the effects of the quarry discharge on the . . .
stream environment. The project team has raised valid questions about water Section 15.2, Fl.Shel‘leS
quality of quarry discharge including temperature suitability and discharges Resourceé, rev1sec¥
not being estimated on an hourly basis. In light of not having specific hydrologic analysis of
measurements to assess true negative/positive effects of quarry discharge on ﬂows, Impact BI-11
steelhead, we think it is best to view increases in streamflow due to quarry (Section 15.2.3.3)
discharge during the smolt outmigration timeframe as an improvement in
conditions versus any with project conditions that result in appreciable loss in
streamflow from reduced discharge by the quarry operators.
CDFW Although the focus of the meeting was to brief us on measures added to the Chapter 14, Revisions to
(6/22/2018), | analyses to better assess the ACRP’s potential impacts on Central California the Project Description
cont’d Coast steelhead trout we also expressed need to apply for a Lake and (Section 14.4.1,

Streambed Alteration Agreement due to the recapture of streamflow from
Alameda Creek. The presentation on groundwater interaction lent further
support to the characterization of the water in Pit F2 as being subterranean
streamflow. Furthermore, analysis presented in the EIR discloses the potential
for significant effects which should be addressed in a Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement pursuant to Fish & Game Code section 1600 et seq.

Additional Required
Permits)
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13. Introduction to the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR

TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where
Comments is Addressed

Federal and State Agencies (cont.)

CDFW We request that the City Planning and SFPUC address all our comments Section 13.3.2,
(6/22/2018), | from this document and comments from our November 14, 2017 letter Consultation Concerning
cont’d (attachment 1). We are flexible as far as response format, which could range | Recirculated Portions of

from presenting information at another ACRP meeting, or a response in the | the EIR

form of a technical document, or modeling output in an excel file. We

request that you hold at least one more ACRP meeting with CDFW and

NMES staff to present information that responds to our previous comments,

new results and get additional feedback. In our opinion, this analysis

currently is not refined enough [to] recirculate the EIR.
Caltrans Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the Section 13.1.4, Contents of
(11/20/2017) | State right-of -way requires an Encroachment Permit that is issued by the Recirculated Portions

Caltrans.

of the EIR (This issue

was addressed in EIR
Section 5.6, Transportation
and Circulation and is
outside the scope of the
recirculated portions of
the EIR.)

Regional and Local Agencies

ACWD The ACRP will rely on the slow and steady percolation of surface water Appendix HYD2-R
(11/16/2017) | from Alameda Creek into the Sunol Valley Groundwater Basin, and into Pit | (seepage analysis)
F2, from where it will be pumped to surface water storage or treatment. Pit
F2 will effectively act as a depression in southern Sunol Valley, and the
dewatering of Pit F2 could facilitate recapture by increasing the percolation
from Alameda Creek into Pit F2.
ACWD The disparity between bypass and release rates and recapture rates with Chapter 14, Revisions to
(11/16/2017), | implementation of the ACRP may have significant impacts to a variety of the Project Description
cont’'d types of resources and therefore, should be analyzed in sufficient detail so (revised operations,
that potential impacts can be understood and mitigated as necessary. Section 14.3)
Some release or bypass water would be recaptured; however, additional Section 13.1.4, Contents
water originating from sources other than Calaveras Reservoir and the of the Recirculated
Alameda Creek Diversion Dam, such as local groundwater and surface Portions of the EIR. (This
water drainages, also might be captured, pumped and delivered to storage | issue was addressed in
or treatment as a result of the ACRP. Due to this proposed mechanism of EIR Chapter 5 under all
operations, it is incorrect to define the ACRP strictly as a “recapture” facility. | resource topics, and with
Rather, the ACRP would act as an alternative water supply or management | the exception of steelhead
system to compensate for lost yield from Calaveras Dam and Alameda impacts, is outside the
Creek Diversion Dam. scope of the recirculated
portions of the EIR.)
ACWD The EIR must use a more robust, process-based hydrologic model capable of | Appendix HYD2-R
(11/16/2017), | estimating the impacts on surface water flow rates, groundwater storage, (quantification of
cont’d and varying streamflow loss rates to Pit F2 as a result of the proposed groundwater
operations of the ACRP throughout the project area, in Niles Canyon, and characteristics)

out to the San Francisco Bay. In addition, as is often the case with surface
water and groundwater interactions, controlled physical tests should be
conducted and would likely be more conclusive in analyzing these
interactions and how they might impact Alameda Creek streamflows and

associated fish passage.
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TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

EIR Section where
Commenter | Summary of Comment Comments is Addressed
Regional and Local Agencies (cont.)
ACWD ACWD requests that the independent third party reviewer be provided the | Section 13.2, Third Party
(11/16/2017), | record in BOS File No. 170839 related to the methodology used in the EIR, Review of Groundwater/
cont’d and that this information be incorporated into the analysis of operational Surface Water Analysis
effects on Alameda Creek streamflows and associated impacts on steelhead. A dix TPR

Specifically, the third party reviewer should evaluate the portion of the ppendix

August 23, 2017 memorandum from Horizon Water and Environment

regarding the hydrologic methodologies to the ACRP EIR.

ACWD The July 27, 2017 NMFS comment letter to the BOS should be addressed in Table 13-3, under NMFS

(11/16/2017), | the recirculated EIR. (7/27/2017)

cont’'d

ACWD ACWD requests that Planning work with NMFS, ACWD and other Section 13.3.2,

(11/16/2017), | watershed stakeholders, as well as the independent third party consultant, Consultation Concerning

cont’d to develop a model that is robust enough to analyze the dynamic surface Recirculated Portions of
water to groundwater processes in the Sunol Valley under the proposed the EIR

future operations of the ACRP. Appendix HYD2-R
Section 13.1.4, Contents of
the Recirculated Portions
of the EIR. (This issue was
addressed in EIR
Appendix HYD]1, and
with the exception of how
it relates to steelhead
impacts, development of a
model is outside the scope
of the recirculated
portions of the EIR.)

ACWD ACWD requests that Planning conduct a scoping meeting pursuant to Section 13.3.1, Notice of

(11/16/2017), | CEQA Guidelines section 15082(c) so that ACWD and other interested Preparation and Agency

cont’d parties can provide input on: 1) the additional information and analysis of Scoping and Consultation
the operational impacts on steelhead as a result of Project-induced changes

in Alameda Creek streamflows, and 2) the independent third party review

of the groundwater-surface water model to determine its adequacy and

accuracy to analyze Alameda Creek streamflows and related fisheries issues.

ACWD The modeling approach used in the recirculated EIR to analyze impacts of | Section 15.2, Fisheries
(11/16/2017), | ACRP should provide sufficient detail to analyze impacts associated with | Resources, revised
cont’d the differing rates of Project releases, bypasses, and recaptures on Alameda | hydrologic analysis of

Creek streamflows and the following related resources: flows (Section 15.2.3.2),

e  Anadromous fish passage in the Alameda Creek Flood Control Channel, and reylsed impact

Niles Canyon, and Sunol Valley analysis Impact BI-11
' : (Section 15.2.3.3)

e Aquatic and riparian habitat in Niles Canyon and Sunol Valley. Sections 5.14 and 15.3.1
for impacts on riparian
habitats

ACWD ACWD requests the following components be included in both: 1) the Appendix HYD2-R

(11/16/2017), | independent third party review of the surface water/groundwater analysis; | (seepage analysis,

cont’'d and 2) the additional information and analysis on operational impacts on quantification of
steelhead in the lower watershed as a result of Project-induced effects on groundwater

Alameda Creek streamflows: characteristics)

a) Calculation of daily groundwater seepage rates and surface water Appendix TPR

recharge from Alameda Creek and San Antonio Creek into Pit F2. . N
Section 15.2, Fisheries
Resources, revised
hydrologic analysis of
flows
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TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where
Comments is Addressed

Regional and Local Agencies (cont.)

ACWD b) Quantification of the daily changes in groundwater storage as well as Appendix HYD2-R
(11/16/2017), the amounts of release and bypass water that will actually percolate into | (seepage analysis,
cont’'d the Sunol Valley Groundwater Basin. quantification of
. . o groundwater
Quantification of the daily amounts of water that originates from sources characteristics)
besides Calaveras Dam releases and ACDD bypasses and that will be
pumped out of Pit F2 at the various times of operation. Appendix HYD1-R
(ASDHM inputs)
ACWD Because the proposed ACRP will operate differently in different hydrologic | Chapter 14, Revisions to
(11/16/2017), | years, because groundwater levels will influence ACRP recapture rates, and | the Project Description
cont’d because dry year ACRP pumping will exceed bypass, release, and recharge | (revised operations,
rates during dry years, the analysis needs to evaluate the impacts of the Section 14.3)
ACRP on surface water flows in Alameda Creek during dry, average, and . . .
wet years. Specifically, the hydrologic model needs to be able to provide a Section 15.2, Fl.sherles
detailed accounting of daily inputs and withdrawals into and out of the Resour ces, rev1seq
Sunol Valley Groundwater Basin using the carryover accounting hydrologlc.analyms of
methodology described in the EIR, and to apply this methodology to flows (S.echoln 152.3.2),
extended cycles of floods and droughts. While the model has a limited and reYlsed impact
hydrologic timeframe, it should at a minimum extend through 2016, thus analysls Impact BI-11
capturing the recent drought and post-drought recovery. Ideally the analysis (Section 152.3.3)
would also include an extended, multiple year droughts like the 1987-1992 Appendix HYD1-R
drought. (ASDHM study period)
All analyses of the ACRP should be performed under future buildout levels | Section 13.1.4, Contents
of demands to analyze Project impacts under conditions with the highest of the Recirculated
stress to the surface water and groundwater resources. Portions of the EIR.
(These issues were
addressed in EIR section
5.16 and Appendices
HYD1 and HYD2. With
the exception of how
these issues relate to
steelhead impacts, these
topics are outside the
scope of the recirculated
portions of the EIR.)
ACWD This cumulative impacts analysis should include projects that are being Section 13.1.4, Contents
(11/16/2017), | pursued by the Alameda Creek Fisheries Workgroup including the of the Recirculated
cont’d ACWD/ACEC’s Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage Improvements Portions of the EIR.
Project, ACFC’s projects in the Lower Alameda Creek, SFPUC’s projects in (Cumulative projects
Niles Canyon, and PG&E'’s plans to address fish passage in Sunol Valley. addressed in cumulative
impact analysis are
described in Section 5.1
of the June 2017 EIR and
this issue is outside the
scope of the recirculated
portions of the EIR.)
ACWD Additionally, the recirculated portions of the EIR should evaluate the Section 13.1.2, Background
(11/16/2017), | impacts to fish passage in Lower Alameda Creek by considering the on Recirculation
cont’d October 5, 2017 Biological Opinion from NMFS for the Joint Lower Alameda

Creek Fish Passage Improvements Project as part of the physical
environmental conditions or CEQA baseline.

Section 15.2, Fisheries
Resources, revised
regulatory framework
(Section 15.2.2.5)
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TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where
Comments is Addressed

Regional and Local Agencies (cont.)

ACWD ACWD believes that, to be assured that the current proposal for operations | Chapter 14, Revisions to
(11/16/2017), | of the ACRP will avoid all impacts to steelhead migration, more detailed the Project Description
cont’d analyses must be carried out. (revised operations,
Section 14.3)
Section 15.2, Fisheries
Resources, revised
analysis Impact BI-11
(Section 15.2.3.3)
ACWD ACWD requests the scope of the recirculated EIR contain a description of an | Section 15.2.2, Fisheries
(11/16/2017), | adaptive monitoring plan, which will provide additional information and Resources, revised
cont’d analysis regarding the operational impacts to steelhead. At a minimum, this | regulatory framework
adaptive monitoring plan should include the installation of a USGS gage in | (Section 15.2.2.4)
the vicinity of the confluence of Alameda Creek and Arroyo de la Laguna so
the impacts of the operation of ACRP on surface water flow through the
Sunol Valley can be identified to facilitate adjustments to ACRP operations
to minimize these impacts.
ACWD The recirculated EIR should identify the water supplies that would be Chapter 14, Revisions to
(11/16/2017), | captured as a result of ACRP operations and include an analysis of the the Project Description
cont’d impacts to both surface water and groundwater in the affected area. This (revised operations,
analysis should include the impacts of adding an additional point of Section 14.3)
diversion to SFPUC’s Calaveras Reservoir water rights, to determine if this .
additional and proposed Project operations would change downstream Appendix HYD1-R
Alameda Creek streamflows in any way that would impact other legal users (surface water)
of Alameda Creek water, including both steelhead and ACWD. This Appendix HYD2-R
evaluation should clearly evaluate the changes in surface water flows in (groundwater)
Alameda Creek and groundwater conditions in the Sunol Valley with the
ACRP in operation, when compared to the future conditions scenario in the | Section 15.2, Fisheries
NMEFS’s Biological Opinion for Calaveras Reservoir. The projected future Resources, revised
operations of Calaveras Reservoir without the ACRP were permitted by hydrologic analysis of
NMFS with the assumption that all of the water stored in and conveyed flows (Section 15.2.3.2),
from Calaveras Reservoir would be diverted only at the reservoir or the and revised impact
ACDD. The ACRP would add an additional point of diversion downstream | analysis Impact BI-11
from the existing points of diversion, and would divert water from sources | (Section 15.2.3.3)
besides ACDD bypasses and Calaveras Reservoir releases, and proposed . drol
operations with these changes were not evaluated or authorized by NMFS’s Sefitlon 153, H}i rology
Biological Opinion for Calaveras Reservoir. anc Water Qué 1y,
revised analysis of
impacts on downstream
users (Section 15.3.2)
Section 15.2, Fisheries
Resources, revised
approach to analysis
ACWD ACWD wishes to work together collaboratively with and to provide Section 13.3.2,
(11/16/2017), | consultation to Planning and SFPUC staff as they consider revising and Consultation Concerning
cont’d recirculating this EIR as directed by the Board of Supervisors in Motion Recirculated Portions of
M17-148. ACWD would like to meet with Planning staff and other the EIR
concerned parties as part of this scoping process.
ACWD ACWD fully supports Planning retaining a third party specialist to conduct an | Section 13.2, Third Party
(12/6/2017) | independent review of the modeling methodology used for the EIR. Surface Review of Groundwater/

water and groundwater interactions are complex and dynamic physical
processes. Upon request by ACWD, Planning has provided ACWD with a
scope of work for the third party specialist. The memo, “Scope of Work for

Surface Water Analysis
Appendix TPR
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TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

EIR Section where
Commenter | Summary of Comment Comments is Addressed
Regional and Local Agencies (cont.)
ACWD Third Party Independent Review of ACRP EIR Conceptual Groundwater
(12/6/2017), | Model,” dated October 11, 2017 (Scope of Work) is attached and sets forth a
cont’d review process that does not appear to be truly independent, as requested in
Motion 17-148. The Scope of Work indicates that Planning provides the
reviewer with specific, and limited, documents and establishes the key
questions of the review; moreover, the Scope of Work describes the report
preparation process whereby the peer reviewer shall incorporate Planning’s
comments and revisions into the peer reviewer’s draft and final reports.
ACWD Will Planning provide the independent third party reviewer with the full Section 13.2, Third Party
(12/6/2017), | record in Board of Supervisors File No. 170839, including the information Review of Groundwater/
cont’d submitted by National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and ACWD during | Surface Water Analysis
the appeal process, in order to evaluate the concerns regarding the existing .
methodology? Appendix TPR
ACWD ACWD requests that the third party reviewer be provided the record in Section 13.2, Third Party
(12/6/2017), | Board of Supervisors File No. 170839 related to the methodology used in the | Review of Groundwater/
cont’d EIR, including the information submitted by NMFS and ACWD during the | Surface Water Analysis
appeal process, and that this information be incorporated into the analysis of .
operational effects on Alameda Creek flows and associated impacts on Appendix TPR
steelhead. Additionally, ACWD requests the peer reviewer be given
freedom, after adequate time to review the entire record, to establish their
own questions and to prepare a truly independent report of their review.
ACWD On November 30, 2017, ACWD received a memorandum dated the same Appendix HYD1-R
(12/6/2017), | day, from ESA to Planning which describes a calculation error that impacts | (revised post-processing
cont’'d the modeling results for Alameda Creek flow estimates presented in the of ASDHM data, quarry
Project EIR. The correction of these errors changes the resulting analysis of | discharges)
the Project impacts to Alameda Creek flows, and the significance of these
changes is an indication of the sensitivities of the model to input variables
such as quarry discharges.
Will Planning provide complete documentation of the original basis for the
quarry discharge inputs previously used in the modeling for the EIR, as well
as complete documentation for the new information that formed the basis
for correcting the error in the modeling?
ACWD requests that Planning provide complete documentation of the
original basis for the quarry discharge inputs previously used in the
modeling for the EIR, as well as complete documentation for the new
information that formed the basis for discovering the error in the model that
Planning corrected.
ACWD In previous comments, ACWD and others have asserted that the EIR must Appendix HYD2-R (with
(12/6/2017), | use a more robust, process-based hydrologic model capable of estimating respect to the quarry
cont’d the impacts on surface water flows rates, groundwater storage, and varying | reach of the Sunol Valley,
streamflow loss rates to Pit F-2 as a result of the proposed operations of the | as deemed necessary to
ACRP throughout the project area, in Niles Canyon, and to the San determine project-induced
Francisco Bay. changes in streamflow
that could affect steelhead
migration). Other aspects
of this comment regarding
Niles Canyon to the bay
are outside the scope of
this EIR.
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TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

EIR Section where
Commenter | Summary of Comment Comments is Addressed
Regional and Local Agencies (cont.)
ACWD The November 30, 2017, ESA memorandum seems to underscore previously | Appendix HYD1-R
(12/6/2017), | identified deficiencies in the model. The model does not provide consistent, | (ASDHM and post
cont’d understandable results when subjected to minor changes to input variables, | processing)
which indicates the model is not robust enough to confidently analyze such
a complex system. For example in the memo, the act of increasing quarry
discharges to Alameda Creek at times exhibits decreased net streamflow.
Finally, the Notice of Preparation for Recirculating the EIR does not include
a description of this revision to the modeling, even though ACWD and
NMEFS have requested that Planning revise the modeling approach to
address these identified concerns.
ACWD Will Planning commit to working with NMFS, ACWD, and other watershed | Section 13.3.2,
(12/6/2017), | stakeholders, as well as the independent third party consultant, to develop a | Consultation Concerning
cont’d model that is robust enough to analyze the dynamic surface water to Recirculated Portions of
groundwater processes in the Sunol Valley under the proposed future the EIR
operations of the ACRP? . .
Section 13.2, Third Party
ACWD requests that Planning commit to working with NMFS, CDFW, Review of Groundwater/
ACWD, and other watershed stakeholders, as well as the independent third | Surface Water Analysis
party consultant, to develop a model that is robust enough to analyze the .
dynamic surface water to groundwater processes in the Sunol Valley under Appendix TPR
the proposed future operations of the ACRP. Appendix HYD2-R
(surface water-
groundwater interactions)
Chapter 14, Revisions to
the Project Description
(revised operations,
Section 14.3)
Thomas Most of the issues that our agency had as well as some of the other Appendix HYD1-R
Nieser, commenters were related to our concerns about the sufficiency of the (ASDHM and post
ACWD modeling analysis that was done, not the work per se but the model itself, processing)
(12/6/2017 the technique, the methodology. And what we noticed in the NOP for this .
scoping Recirculated EIR is that there’s no real description of any significant revision Appen.d.lx HYDZ'R
meeting) to that modeling or that process, even though we feel that it would address (quantification of
most of the comments that were really kind of brought us to here, where we groundw.ate.:r
are today. characteristics)
Thomas Is the Planning Department committed to working with NMFS and ACWD | Section 13.3.2,
Nieser, and other agencies in the watershed as well as — I know there’s an Consultation Concerning
ACWD independent third party expert — to develop a more robust model to more | Recirculated Portions of
(12/6/2017 thoroughly analyze the dynamic surface water and groundwater situation in | the EIR
scoping Sunol Valley that's a result of — or that will be affected by the proposed .
meeting), ACRP project. Appendix HYD2-R
cont’d That is a major area of concern. We feel it's fundamental to addressing the Chapte'r 14, Re‘”?‘"?“’ to
outstanding comments and really what we’re all here about. the l?rOJect Desgrlpt’lon
(revised operations,
Section 14.3)
Thomas We were provided the scope of work that was given for the third party expert. | Section 13.2, Third Party
Nieser, Thank you very much. We had a look at that. We are very familiar with the Review of Groundwater/
ACWD selected expert, Dr. Moran. ACWD’s worked with her in the past, and we Surface Water Analysis
(12/6/2017 respect her very much. But looking at the scope of work, it seems to step away .
scoping from a true third party independent review and it's somewhat scripted. It's got Appendix TPR
meeting), a lot of specifics. It appears to sort of prescribe the record of information that's
cont’d supposed to be included in that review as well as a lot of coordination,
working with the planning group on the process. So it almost seems more like
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TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

EIR Section where

Commenter | Summary of Comment Comments is Addressed
Regional and Local Agencies (cont.)
Thomas a collaborator in the study rather than an independent review. So frankly, a
Nieser, comment is that it didn’t appear to be outwardly an independent review on
ACWD our part. But obviously that could be just how we're reading it.
(12/6/2017 . o . . . .
scoping We do. have questions about th.e work spec1f1.cal.1y in the list of 1nf9rmat10n
meeting), that will be provided for the third party specialist, independent third party
cont’d specialist. Will she be provided with the full record of the Board of

Supervisors File No. 170839, including the information submitted by NMFS

and ACWD during the appeal process?
Thomas If the third party specialist sort of comes to a similar conclusion that we made | Section 13.2, Third Party
Nieser, during the initial CEQA and finds that the fundamental methodology for the Review of Groundwater/
ACWD analyses, the modeling, is not sufficient to provide adequate detail for parties | Surface Water Analysis
(12/6/2017 such as our to figure whether or not we're being impacted, is the Planning .
scoping Department up to revising the modeling as a result of that recommendation? Appendix TPR
Ig;i?glg)' Anything else that you can provide for the role? It seems — in terms of how

input from the specialist would be handled by the planning group?
Thomas My last questions are surrounding that memo that was received. We received | Appendix HYD1-R
Nieser, the data. Appreciated that. There wasn’t a tremendous amount of detail in it. (quarry NPDES
ACWD It's clear that the change was made but not necessarily what the basis or the discharges, and ESA
(12/6/2017 assumptions of the change that resulted in some changed streamflow data. We | memorandum dated
scoping did notice it appears to significantly address a number of the concerns that we | 11/30/2017 on EIR Post-
meeting), had raised in the preliminary CEQA, which is an interesting outcome. processing Corrections)
cont’d So we're assuming that there will be more supporting documentation for

both the basis of the original assumptions for the quarry discharges as well

as the modified data that we received, why — it’s a pretty significant

change, sort of a doubling of the amount of water that’s being discharged in

Alameda Creek. So we're hoping we’ll get full information as to what the

assumptions were for the original data set and then the revised data set.
Thomas The San Francisco Water Department did a system modeling, and then ESA Section 15.2, revised
Nieser, did a post processing for change in downstream operations as a result of this | hydrologic analysis of
ACWD future operation. And the question is, when you’ve got these quarry flows
(12/6/2017 discharges pulling water out of Sunol basin and discharging it so that they can .
scoping continue to do their gravel operations, was that extraction of water from Sunol Appendix HYD1-R
meeting), factored back into the Planning Department's modeling? And — which would (ASDHM and post
cont’d affect sort of the re-operation of how maybe Calaveras Reservoir or deliveries processing)

of that reservoir would work, resulting storage levels.

I think it’s roughly 120,000 acre-feet over the whole period that gets taken

out of Sunol. And I'm just questioning if that was sufficiently reflected by

going back into the initial modeling and then fed back into the ESA model.

So we’ve got one model feeding another. Was the process done to take the

changed output back to the head works of the original model and get them

to sort of converge to a consistent result?

We would like to get some more knowledge as to how that was exactly

modeled.
Thomas One final comment back to the modeling element is that, with that component, | Chapter 14, Revisions to
Nieser, you know, presumably it’s going to affect the sort of carryover accounting and | the Project Description
ACWD the sort of accounting system that’s documented in the planned operation of (revised operations,
(12/6/2017 the ACRP. So it’s basically the same question. How does that carryover Section 14.3)
scoping accounting factor in the quarry operations for the ESA analysis? .
meeting), Appendix HYD1-R
cont'd (quarry NPDES

discharges)
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TABLE 13-3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SCOPING COMMENTS SUBMITTED
ON THE RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE ACRP EIR

Commenter

Summary of Comment

EIR Section where
Comments is Addressed

Regional and Local Agencies (cont.)

Zone 7
(10/31/2017)

1. The project should not result in operational changes to upstream (Zone 7)
or downstream (ACWD and ACPWA) water supply or flood protection
agencies.

2. The analysis should address any potential flooding impacts. Of particular
concern in this region is the Sunol Glen Elementary School.

3. Zone 7 has nearly completed a major update to the Stream Management
Master Plan.

Section 13.1.4, Contents
of the Recirculated
Portions of the EIR.
(These issues were
addressed in EIR

section 5.16, including
Impacts HY-2, HY-4, and
HY-5, and are outside the
scope of the recirculated

4. The EIR should include adequate analysis on any potential impacts on portions of the EIR.)
groundwater resources and management.
Non-Governmental Organizations
Alameda We request that the Planning Department, SFPUC and the independent Section 13.3.2,
Creek third party consultant meet with the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Consultation Concerning
Alliance Workgroup as part of the scoping process, to initiate this analysis and Recirculated Portions of
(11/15/2017) | evaluation of the model. the EIR

Appendix ACFRW

13.5 Document Organization

This document containing the recirculated portions of the EIR is organized to augment,

complement, and/or replace sections of the June 2017 EIR and follows the sequential numbering of

the volumes and chapters, as shown below.

Volume 1, Original Draft EIR, published November 30, 2016

Chapter 1, Summary. This chapter presents a summary of the proposed project, identifies
potentially significant environmental impacts and mitigation measures, and describes the
alternatives considered in this EIR. It also addresses areas of controversy and issues to be
resolved.

Chapter 2, Introduction and Background. This chapter provides project background
information and describes the purpose and organization of the EIR, as well as the
environmental review process.

Chapter 3, Project Description. This chapter describes the proposed project, including the
project objectives, project components, project construction, and project operations. The
chapter also lists required permits and approvals.

Chapter 4, Plans and Policies. This chapter describes applicable land use plans and
policies and their relevance to the project, and then discusses the project’s consistency with
those plans.

Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. This chapter is
divided into sections covering each environmental resource topic. Each section describes the
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environmental and regulatory setting, the criteria used to determine impact significance, and
the approach to the analysis for that resource topic. The section then presents an analysis of
potential environmental impacts and the project-specific mitigation measures that have
been developed to address significant and potentially significant impacts. Each resource
section also includes an evaluation of cumulative impacts with respect to that resource
topic. The criteria used to determine the significance of project impacts are based primarily
on the San Francisco Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist,® which in turn, is
based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. In order to address the specific hydrologic issues
pertinent to the ACRP, the Planning Department included one additional criterion to
address the potential for ACRP operations to affect downstream water users in a manner
that would result in adverse environmental effects. This chapter contains the following
sub-sections and environmental resource topics:

5.1 Impact Overview 5.11 Recreation

52 Land Use 5.12 Utilities and Service Systems

5.3 Aesthetics 5.13 Public Services

5.4 Population and Housing 5.14.1 Terrestrial Biological Resources

5.5 Cultural Resources 5.14.5 Fisheries Resources

5.6 Transportation and Circulation 5.15 Geology and Soils

5.7 Noise and Vibration 5.16 Hydrology and Water Quality

5.8 Air Quality 5.17 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

5.9 Greenhouse Gas Emission 5.18 Mineral and Energy Resources

5.10 Wind and Shadow 5.19 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
. Chapter 6, Other CEQA Issues. This chapter discusses growth-inducing effects, summarizes

the cumulative impacts, identifies the significant environmental effects that cannot be
avoided if the proposed project is implemented, and describes the significant irreversible
impacts.

o Chapter 7, Alternatives. This chapter describes the alternatives to the proposed project and
compares their impacts to those of the proposed project. This chapter also identifies the
environmentally superior alternative and summarizes the alternatives that were considered
but screened from further analysis.

. Chapter 8, EIR Authors and Consultants. This chapter lists the EIR authors, consultants,
project sponsors, and organizations and persons consulted.

Volume 2, Appendices to Original Draft EIR, published November 30, 2016
o Draft EIR Appendices.
- Appendix NOP. Notice of Preparation and Scoping Report

- Appendix WSIP. WSIP PEIR Mitigation Measures, Applicability to the Proposed
Project

- Appendix AQ. Emissions Calculations for Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Analyses

5 San Francisco Planning Department, 2015. Environmental Review Guidelines, Appendix B: Initial Study Checklist
Revised August 10, 2015.
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- Appendix BIO1. Terrestrial Biological Resources Supporting Documentation
- Appendix BIO2. Alameda Creek Fisheries Habitat Assessment Report
- Appendix HYD1. Surface Water Hydrology Report

- Appendix HYD2. Groundwater/Subsurface Water Interactions Technical Memorandum

Volume 3, Responses to Comments document, published June 7, 2017

. Chapter 9, Introduction to Responses to Comments. This chapter describes the purpose of
the RTC document, the environmental review process, and the organization of the entire
EIR.

. Chapter 10, List of Persons Commenting. This chapter lists the persons, agencies, and

organizations that submitted comments on the Draft EIR and describes the coding and
organization of comments.

o Chapter 11, Responses to Comments. This chapter presents the substantive comments
received on the Draft EIR together with responses to those comments. The comments and
responses in this chapter are organized by topic, covering several of the environmental
topics addressed in Chapter 5 of the EIR. Similar comments on the same topic received
from multiple commenters are grouped together, for which a single comprehensive
response is provided.

. Chapter 12, Draft EIR Revisions. This chapter presents changes and revisions to the
Draft EIR. The Planning Department has made changes and revisions to the Draft EIR
either in response to comments received on the Draft EIR and/or as necessary to clarify
statements and conclusions made in the Draft EIR. In all cases, changes are provided to
clarify or correct content in the Draft EIR or to add information received after the release of
the Draft EIR. None of the changes and revisions in Chapter 12 affect the analysis or
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.

o Responses to Comments Appendices.
- Appendix COM. Written Comments on Draft EIR, Coded

- Appendix PH. Public Hearing Transcripts, Coded

Volume 4, Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR, published December 4, 2019

. Chapter 1A, Summary of Recirculated Portions of the EIR. As required by CEQA
Guidelines section 15088.5, this chapter summarizes the revisions made to the previously
circulated Draft EIR using the same format as the previous summary. This chapter
augments and supersedes portions of EIR Volume 1, Chapter 1, Summary.

J Chapter 13, Introduction to Recirculated Portions of the EIR. This chapter explains the
purpose of the recirculated portions of the EIR, and it includes summaries of all comments
made during the appeal process relevant to the recirculated portions of the EIR as well as
during the scoping period for the recirculated portions of the EIR. For each comment, this
chapter directs the reader to the section of the EIR that addresses the comment.

. Chapter 14, Revisions to Project Description. This chapter describes the changes in
proposed project operations that the SFPUC developed subsequent to and in response to
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the appeal process. It replaces and supersedes Section 3.6, Project Operations, in EIR
Volume 1, Chapter 3.

. Chapter 15, Recirculated Portions of Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures. This chapter augments and supersedes portions of Chapter 5 in EIR Volume 1.
As directed by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, it specifically addresses operational
impacts on steelhead fish in the lower watershed as a result of project-induced effects on
streamflow in Alameda Creek. This chapter also addresses the impacts, if any, of the
revisions to the project description on the resource topics analyzed in EIR Chapter 5.

o Appendices. Supporting appendices for the recirculated portions of the EIR include the
following:

Appendix BOS. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Motion Regarding Recirculation
Appendix APC. Appeal Process Comments Related to Steelhead Impacts

Appendix NOP2. Notice of Preparation for Recirculated Portions of the EIR, Scoping
Comments, and Public Hearing Transcripts

Appendix TPR. Third Party Review of the Groundwater/Surface Water Analysis
Used in the EIR

Appendix ACFRW. Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Meeting, September 12,
2019

Appendix BIO2-R. Revised Alameda Creek Fisheries Habitat Assessment Report
(updates Appendix BIO2 in EIR Volume 2)

Appendix HYD1-R. Revised Surface Water Hydrology Report (replaces and
supersedes Appendix HYD1 in EIR Volume 2)

Appendix HYD2-R. Revised Groundwater/Surface Water Interactions (replaces and
supersedes Appendix HYD2 in EIR Volume 2)

Volume 5, Supplemental Responses to Comments document (publication date
to be determined)
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CHAPTER 14

Revisions to the Project Description

14.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the revisions to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC)
Alameda Creek Recapture Project (ACRP or project). The SFPUC revised and clarified the
operating protocols for the ACRP in response to concerns raised by the National Marine Fisheries
Services (NMFS) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Section 14.3, Revised
Project Operations, below, supersedes and replaces EIR Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1, Proposed
Operations, and is the basis for the revised impact analysis presented in Chapter 15 of this
document. This introductory Section 14.1 summarizes the project description to orient the reader as
well as to provide context for the revisions to the project operations described in Section 14.3, below.
Section 14.1.1, Project Overview, generally describes the project. The information in Section 14.1.1 is
unchanged from the general description of the project found in EIR Chapters 2 and 3.

14.1.1 Project Overview

The SFPUC is proposing the ACRP as one component system-wide improvements to its regional
water system known as the Water System Improvement Program (WSIP). The ACRP is a water
supply project located in the Sunol Valley in Alameda County on lands owned by the City and
County of San Francisco (CCSF) as part of its Alameda Watershed. The ACRP would be
implemented following completion of the SFPUC’s Calaveras Dam Replacement Project (CDRP),
also a WSIP project, which when completed will restore Calaveras Reservoir to its historical
capacity. The CDRP is currently under construction and is scheduled for completion in the
December 2019. The ACRP would be operated in conjunction with the future operation of the
restored Calaveras Reservoir. Figure 14-1 (an updated version of EIR Figure 2-2) shows the project
location, including the downstream location of the ACRP project area relative to the CDRP and
provides an overview of the ACRP.

The future operations of Calaveras Dam and Reservoir are subject to federal and state permit
requirements. Specifically, when the CDRP is completed, the SFPUC will be required to make
releases from Calaveras Dam and to bypass creek flow around the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam
(ACDD) in accordance with instream flow schedules set forth by NMEFES in its March 5, 2011
biological opinion for this project.! The releases and bypasses are designed to improve conditions
for native aquatic species, including threatened Central California Coast steelhead (Oncorhynchus

1 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Biological Opinion for Calaveras Dam Replacement Project in Alameda and
Santa Clara Counties, Tracking No. 2005/07436, March 5, 2011.
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mykiss) in Upper Alameda Creek downstream of Calaveras Dam and the ACDD. The ACRP would
“recapture” some of the water that it is required to release and bypass under the permits for the
CDRP in order to use this water in its regional water system.

Under the ACRP, the SFPUC would construct pumping and associated facilities to withdraw water
from Pit F2, an existing quarry pit formerly used by quarry operators located adjacent to Alameda
Creek and about six miles downstream of Calaveras Reservoir. The SFPUC would convey the
recovered water to existing SFPUC facilities for treatment and distribution to its customers in the
Bay Area. Pit F2 passively collects water originating upstream from Alameda Creek through
natural subsurface percolation and seepage, so the SFPUC would not construct any facilities within
the Alameda Creek stream channel or actively divert water from the creek. SFPUC would recover
water that passively percolates or seeps into Pit F2. In addition, under the ACRP, the amount of
water the SFPUC would pump or “recapture” from Pit F2 would be limited to the portion of the
bypassed and released water that the SFPUC otherwise would have stored in Calaveras Reservoir
but for implementation of the instream flow schedules established for the CDRP.

The key objectives of the ACRP are: (1) to recapture the water that would have otherwise been
stored in Calaveras Reservoir due to the release and bypass of flows from Calaveras Dam and the
ACDD, respectively, to meet instream flow requirements, thereby maintaining the historical
annual transfers from the Alameda Watershed system to the SFPUC regional water system in
accordance with the CCSF’s existing water rights; and (2) to minimize impacts on water supply to
the SFPUC’s wholesale and retail customers during droughts, system maintenance, and in the
event of water supply problems or transmission disruptions in the other parts of the SFPUC
regional water system.

The detailed project description is presented in EIR Chapter 3, and the only changes to that
description are presented below in Sections 14.2, 14.3, and 14.4.

14.2 Revised Construction Schedule

(This section supersedes and replaces EIR Section 3.5.12, Construction Schedule.)

Project construction would generally occur Monday through Saturday between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m.
Truck hauling and deliveries would occur Monday through Friday between 7 am. and 7 p.m,;
hauling and deliveries would not occur on Saturdays or Sundays. Construction is expected to begin
in 2020 and to be completed in 2022, with an overall duration of 20 months.?

2 SFPUC, Final Conceptual Engineering Report for Alameda Creek Recapture Project, November 21, 2014.
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14. Revisions to the Project Description

14.3 Revised Project Operations

14.3.1 Proposed Operations

(This section supersedes and replaces EIR Sections 3.6.1.1 to 3.6.1.2. Section 14.3.1.1 Recapture
Volumes replaces EIR Section 3.6.1.1; and Section 14.3.1.2 replaces EIR Section 3.6.1.2, Operating
Parameters (EIR Chapter 3, pp. 3-25 to 3-29) in their entirety. EIR Sections 3.6.1.3, Pumping
Scenarios, and 3.6.1.4, Power Demand, remain unchanged.)

14.3.1.1 Recapture Volumes

Recapture operations under the ACRP would occur after implementation of the instream flow
schedules required as part of the regulatory permits for future operations of Calaveras Reservoir and
the ACDD. ACRP operations would not commence until the CDRP is completed and SFPUC
implements the instream flow schedules of bypasses at ACDD and releases from Calaveras Reservoir
(referred to as “bypasses and releases”). The proposed project would recapture the portion of
bypasses and releases as needed and as available at the existing quarry Pit F2 in the Sunol Valley,
downstream of the compliance points for the bypasses and releases below the ACDD and Calaveras
Dam, respectively. The project would take advantage of the natural infiltration of water into the
ground in the vicinity of Pit F2 and its detention in the pit as the means by which the water would be
recaptured. Using the proposed ACRP facilities described in EIR Chapter 3, Section 3.4, the SFPUC
would then pump water from Pit F2, and the recaptured water would be transferred to the regional
water system for municipal use. The recapture operation of the ACRP would be conducted within
the CCSF’s existing pre-1914 appropriative water rights. The volume of recaptured water would be
tracked daily to ensure the operation is conducted within these water rights.

The SFPUC used the Alameda System Daily Hydrologic Model (ASDHM) framework3 to estimate
the volume of water that the SFPUC would recapture to offset the loss of water supply yield from
the Alameda Watershed due to the bypasses and releases, without expanding the CCSF’s existing
water rights. The SFPUC estimated the ACRP recapture volume using historical hydrology for the
period October 1995 to September 2013 and accounting for future ACDD and Calaveras Reservoir
operations, including the bypasses and releases. The volume of water bypassed and released, and
subsequently available for recapture, would vary from year to year based on precipitation (i.e.,
water year types) and the specific requirements of the instream flow schedules. For the hydrologic
period of October 1995 to September 2013, the SFPUC estimates that under the ACRP, there would
be an average annual recapture volume of 6,045 acre-feet per year, with a range of 4,045 to 8,031
acre-feet per year.4 This estimated average recapture volume is less than the estimated average loss
of yield associated with the bypasses and releases, and for the purposes of this EIR, assumes future
water years, on average, will be similar to the modeled hydrologic period.

3 See Appendix HYD1-R for a description of the Alameda System Daily Hydrologic Model.

4 The recapture volumes presented in this EIR are calculated values derived from the ASDHM, which used 18 years
of hydrological data to estimate recapture volumes under those historical conditions. Although the recapture
volumes appear precise, the reader should keep in mind that these are estimates based on modeled values.
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Table 14-1 summarizes the proposed recapture volumes based on the 18-year historical hydrology
period. To determine the recapture volume, the SFPUC conducted a series of calculations taking into
account the daily volume of bypasses and releases, available storage in Calaveras Reservoir, and
operating parameters at the recapture location, Pit F2. The average annual volume of water to be
bypassed and released (i.e., the annual sum of daily bypasses and releases) under the CDRP permit
requirements is shown in Table 14-1, Row 1; this is the amount potentially available for recapture.
Table 14-1, Row 2 presents the estimated portion of Pit F2 inflow from the bypasses and releases, and
Row 3 presents the estimated volume of water proposed for recapture on an average annual basis.

TABLE 14-1
SIMULATED CDRP BYPASSES AND RELEASES AND ACRP RECAPTURE VOLUMES
UNDER REVISED OPERATIONS (acre-feet per year)

18-year Hydrologic Period Wet Year Dry Year

Operational Parameter Average Range Average Range Average Range

1. CDRP Bypasses and Releases

. 14,695 8,238 — 26,185 18,345 11,142 - 26,185 10,133 8,238 — 14,570
(annual sum of daily flows)

2. Portion of Pit F2 Inflow from
Bypasses and Releases

3. ACRP Recapture Volume,
revised operations

8,691 6,749 — 10,348 9,615 8,546 — 10,348 7,536 6,749 — 8,568

6,045 4,045 - 8,031 5,396 4,045 - 8,031 6,856 6,187 - 7,258

NOTE: CDRP bypasses and releases, infiltration into Pit F2, and ACRP recapture based on 18-years of historical hydrology and simulated
future operation of CDRP from October 1995 to September 2013.

SOURCE: SFPUC 2019

While the volume of water available for recapture is generally based on the volume of bypassed and
released water, the project’s calculated recapture volume is limited by available storage in Calaveras
Reservoir and Pit F2 operating parameters (see Section 14.3.1.2, below). The amount of water the
SFPUC would recapture from Pit F2 would be limited to the portion of the bypassed and released
water that the SFPUC otherwise would have stored in Calaveras Reservoir but for implementation
of the instream flow schedules established for the CDRP. For example, on a day when Calaveras
Reservoir fills to capacity, the volume of bypassed and released water available for recapture is zero;
the calculated water available for recapture starts accumulating again when Calaveras Reservoir
storage recedes and there is unused storage capacity in the reservoir. Thus, the amount of water
available for recapture on any given day is the lesser of the volume of water bypassed and released,
or available (unused) storage volume in Calaveras Reservoir. Stated otherwise, at any time, the sum
of water stored in Calaveras Reservoir and the volume of water available for recapture in Pit F2
would not exceed the total available capacity of the reservoir. The estimated volume of water
proposed for recapture on an average annual basis is presented in Table 14-1, Row 3. This portion of
the bypassed and released water would be recaptured from Pit F2, and it is less than or equivalent to
the volume of water that is the loss of yield to the SFPUC regional water system.

Water downstream of the bypass and release compliance points fills Pit F2 by natural infiltration.
Other sources of water in the watershed also contribute to water entering Pit F2. Table 14-1, Row 2
presents the estimated portion of Pit F2 inflow from the bypasses and releases only. In addition to
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bypasses and releases, inflow to Pit F2 from other sources in the watershed includes contributions
from the downstream watersheds below Calaveras and San Antonio Reservoirs as well as direct
contributions from watersheds east of the quarry reach. Therefore, the total annual inflow to Pit F2
from all sources (i.e., infiltration of bypasses and releases plus other watershed sources) would be
greater than the volume of water shown in Table 14-1, Row 2.

As shown on Table 14-1, the average annual volume of water proposed for recapture during the
modeled period (Row 3, 18-year Hydrologic Period) is less than the average inflow from bypasses and
releases during the same period (Row 2, 18-year Hydrologic Period). Likewise, during both wet and
dry years, the average annual volume of water proposed for recapture (Row 3, Wet Year) is less than
the average inflow from bypasses and releases (Row 2, Wet Year).5.

On average, the total annual volume of the portion of bypassed and released water that infiltrates
into Pit F2 would exceed the volume of water recaptured. This excess volume represents the portion
of bypassed and released water that infiltrates into Pit F2 but is not proposed for recapture.

14.3.1.2 Operating Parameters

The SFPUC has developed strict operating protocols for the ACRP in order to avoid effects on
Alameda Creek streamflow during the steelhead migration season. The SFPUC would maintain the
elevation in Pit F2 between 180 feet and 240 feet.6 Nearly all pumping for the recapture operations
would occur between July 1 and November 30 of each year, outside of the migration period for
steelhead in Alameda Creek. From December 1 to April 30 of each year, no pumping from Pit F2 for
recapture operations would occur, with one exception. The exception during this period would be
for safety purposes, which could occur if the water levels in Pit F2 reach an elevation of 240 feet and
there is a danger of the pit spilling and flooding; in this event, the SFPUC would pump the water
from Pit F2 until the water level is brought down to an elevation of 230 feet.

No pumping from Pit F2 would occur from May 1 to June 30 under either of the following two
conditions: (1) streamflow in Alameda Creek just above its confluence with San Antonio Creek is
greater than zero,” or (2) the water elevation in Pit F2 is less than 225 feet elevation, even if the flow
at Alameda Creek above San Antonio Creek is zero.8 In other words, pumping could occur in

5 Under the revised operations with the reduced period of pumping and the higher operating water levels in Pit
F2, the volume of recaptured water would be less than assumed in the June 2017 EIR. The likelihood of
recapturing water stored from previous years (i.e., carryover operations) is greatly reduced and would be
expected to occur rarely. Based on 18 years of modeling, the volume of pumping from Pit F2 is only greater than
Pit F2 inflow from bypasses and releases in hydrologic year 2012 (by 330 acre feet) (although total Pit F2 inflow
in hydrologic year 2012 is greater than the recaptured volume). In all other hydrologic years of the study period,
the amount of water the SFPUC would recapture from Pit F2 would be less than the portion of Pit F2 inflow from
bypassed and released water in that hydrologic year.

6  All water levels in Pit F2 are described in terms of elevation relative to NAVDSS.

7 When there is no streamflow in Alameda Creek above its confluence with San Antonia Creek (i.e., streamflow is
zero), there is no connectivity in Alameda Creek between the Sunol Valley and upper or lower Alameda Creek,
and under these conditions, the creek is not an active migration corridor for steelhead.

8 A Pit F2 water surface elevation of 225 feet is used as the threshold for pumping in May and June because this
elevation represents the approximate contact point between the permeable stream channel gravels and the older,
impermeable alluvium and Livermore Gravels. When water levels in the pit are above 225 feet, there is limited
potential for the pit to accept seepage from the adjacent aquifer. Therefore, there is limited potential for the pit
to drawdown water levels from the adjacent aquifer, which could indirectly affect streamflow within the creek.
See Appendix HYD2-R for a discussion of the hydrogeologic properties of these two geologic units.
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May and June only when there is no streamflow in Alameda Creek above the confluence with
San Antonio Creek and the water elevation in the pit is greater than 225 feet. At no time of the year
would the SFPUC draw down the water levels in Pit F2 below an elevation of 180 feet. Figure 14-2
schematically depicts the revised ACRP operational protocols for each month of the year compared
to the monthly operations previously proposed in the June 2017 EIR. Figure 14-3 is a cross-section of
Pit F2 and shows the revised operating range of water levels.

MONTH REVISED OPERATIONS JUNE 2017 EIR OPERATIONS REMARKS
Oct ; ; . Pumping period reduced from
Nov 9 water levels greater additional pumping in May
than 150 ft and June only under specified
Dec conditions
Jan No pumping period extended
Feb No Pumping* ; from December to June
No Pumping compared to January to March
Mar
Apr
May No pumping if pit water levels less Pit Level will not be drawn
than 225 ft or if flow at San Antonio ) e down below 180 ft compared
Jun Creek is greater than zero Pzl el [l to 150 feet
water levels greater
Jul Pumping permitted if pit than 150 ft Recapture volume reduces from
Aug water levels greater than 180 ft an average of about 7,200 acre-
feet/yr to about 6,000 acre-feet/yr
Sep
No Pumping Revised Operations Pumping Permitted up to Specified Limit

*The only exception during this period would be for safety purposes, in which case pumping

could occur if the water levels in Pit F2 reach an elevation of 240 feet and there is a danger of the

pit spilling and flooding. In this case, pumping water from Pit F2 would be conducted until the water
level is brought down to an elevation of 230 feet.

SOURCE: SFPUC, 2019. Figure 14-2

Schematic of Revised ACRP Operations Compared to
June 2017 EIR

In addition to the above constraints, the SFPUC would pump only when the SFPUC’s accounting
of water credits and withdrawals shows that the CCSF has the right to divert the water. As part of
the future joint operation of Calaveras Reservoir and the ACRP, the SFPUC would maintain an
accounting system to track the water credits under CCSF’s water rights in the Alameda Watershed.
The pumping from Pit F2 would be limited by those credits associated with the space available in
Calaveras Reservoir at all times. Regardless of water rights, pumping from Pit F2 would only occur
within the timeframes and conditions described above.

SFPUC would use four pumps on floating barges to pump water from Pit F2 directly to the Sunol
Valley Water Treatment Plant (SVWTP) or San Antonio Reservoir. It is anticipated that, in most
cases, the water withdrawn from Pit F2 would be conveyed to the SVWTP and thereby reduce the
volume of water conveyed from Calaveras Reservoir to SVWTP, enabling the SFPUC to conserve
water in Calaveras Reservoir and maintain the historical annual transfers from the Alameda
Watershed system to the regional water system. The SFPUC would pump water from Pit F2 at a
flow rate of approximately 30 cubic feet per second (cfs), which is based on the minimum flow rate
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14. Revisions to the Project Description

needed to operate the SVWTP.? If the recaptured water is conveyed to San Antonio Reservoir, the
water would be used to fill the available storage at that reservoir and subsequently would be
treated at the SVWTP for delivery to the SFPUC service area." Itis anticipated that on average, the
ACRP would operate for approximately 101 days a year. The various pumping scenarios are
described in EIR Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1.3 and remain unchanged.

In general, the SFPUC intends to operate Pit F2 within an upper and lower limit of water elevations
in Pit F2, based on the relationship of water elevation to water volume. The operating elevations
would range from 240 to 180 feet. At its lowest point, the bottom of Pit F2 is roughly 10 feet above
msl. SFPUC would manage water elevations in Pit F2 by using a water level sensor in Pit F2 to
monitor water elevations.'" Figure 14-4 depicts the proposed normal operating scenario, showing the
anticipated variation in water elevations in Pit F2 over the course of a water year in comparison to
the previously proposed operating scenario in the June 2017 EIR. Figure 14-5 (same as Figure 3-5 in
the June 2017 EIR) shows the Pit F2 water depth-to-volume relationship developed from 2006 LIDAR
data, which can be used to estimate the volume of water stored in the quarry pit based on the water
level in the pit.

To avoid the potential for instability of the quarry pit slopes, water levels in Pit F2 would be
controlled in accordance with the recommendations presented in the geotechnical evaluation
report prepared for the proposed project.12 The proposed maximum rate of drawdown of 30 cfs
would be acceptable from a slope stability standpoint under the proposed normal operating
drawdown condition (drawdown from 240 to 180 feet).

Any excess water in Pit F2 would be managed by the quarry operators as under existing conditions.
If needed to create a dry work area for aggregate extraction, the quarry operators remove water
that seeps into the active pits by pumping it into inactive pits, inactive areas of active pits, and
other storage ponds. The quarry operator’s general practice is to conserve water within the pits for
use in aggregate processing and discharge water to the creek only when absolutely necessary.

Pit F2 Rule Curve (Revised Operations) Pit F2 Rule Curve (Original EIR)
250 250
200 200
& &
= 150 = 150
o o
g g
o 100 2 100
w w
50 50
Min Max Min Max
0 T T T T T T T T T T T 1 0 T T T T T T T T T T T 1
Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep
Figure 14-4

Revised Operation Scenario Compared to Original EIR

9 If the flow rate from Pit F2 is less than 30 cfs (e.g., if one or more of the ACRP pumps are out of service), SFPUC
would augment the inflow into SVWTP with another water supply source (i.e., water stored in San Antonio
Reservoir or Calaveras Reservoir) to provide the minimum flow rate.

10 SFPUC, Final Conceptual Engineering Report for Alameda Creek Recapture Project, November 21, 2014.

11 Tbid.

12 T&R/RYGG, 2014. Final Geotechnical Evaluation, Alameda Creek Recapture Project, Sunol California. SFPUC Project
No. CUW 352.01. December 23, 2014.
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Figure 14-5
Pit F2 Water Elevation to Volume Relationship
(same as Figure 3-5)

14.4 Additional Required Permits

(This section augments EIR Chapter 3, Section 3.7.)

14.4.1 State

e California Department of Fish and Wildlife — Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
pursuant to Fish & Game Code section 1600 et seq.
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CHAPTER 15

Recirculated Portions of the Environmental
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

15.1 Introduction

This chapter contains the recirculated portions of the environmental impact analysis of the
Alameda Creek Recapture Project (ACRP or project) environmental impact report (EIR). It
augments and, in some cases, replaces sections of Chapter 5 of the June 2017 EIR. The chapter
includes the response to the San Francisco Board of Supervisor’s request that the EIR provide
additional analysis regarding whether the project would result in operational impacts on steelhead
fish in Alameda Creek as a result of project-induced changes to streamflow. In addition, due to the
revisions to the project operations (described in Chapter 14), this chapter discusses if and how the
revised project operations affect the impact analyses of any other resource topics addressed in the
June 2017 EIR.

This chapter is organized as follows: Section 15.1 is the Introduction; Section 15.2 is Fisheries
Resources; and Section 15.3 is Other Resource Topics Affected by the Revised Project Description.
Section 15.2 describes the revised approach to the fisheries analysis and presents the revised impact
analysis of project operations on steelhead fish in Alameda Creek. Specifically, it revises Impact BI-
11 of the June 2017 EIR, Section 5.14.7.4, pp. 5.14-144 to 5.14-148. The revised fisheries analysis
presents much of the same information in the June 2017 EIR including, Sections 5.14.5 (Setting,
Fisheries Resources), 5.14.6 (Regulatory Framework, Fisheries Resources), and 5.14.7.1 (Significance
Criteria), which are included and updated as necessary to provide context for the revised steelhead
impact analysis. Other impacts related to fisheries resources in the June 2017 EIR Section 5.14.7 (i.e.,
Impacts BI-9, BI-10, BI-12, and C-BI-2) are not revised because the revised project operations would
have no effect on those impacts and the Board of Supervisors found those impact analyses to be
adequate.

The other resource topics affected by the revised project operations described in Section 15.3
include how project-induced changes in streamflow could affect terrestrial biological resources
(Impacts BI-5 and BI-6) and hydrology (Impacts HY-2, HY-5, and C-HY), as well as various other
resource topics that are incidentally affected by the revised operations (Impacts GE-4 and ME-4)
and changes in the construction schedule (Impacts C-TR, C-NO, C-RE, and C-HZ). None of the
other impacts in the June 2017 EIR would be affected by the revised operation and changes in
construction schedule; and as such, the Board of Supervisors found those impact analyses to be
adequate, accurate, and objective, and no further analysis or discussion is required.

SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project 15-1 Planning Case No. 2015-004827ENV
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15.2 Fisheries Resources

15.2 Fisheries Resources

15.2.1 Setting, Fisheries Resources

(This section replaces the June 2017 EIR Section 5.15.5, Setting, Fisheries Resources. To assist the
reader, the large portions of unchanged text from the previous Section 5.15.5 are shown in gray
tone.)

15.2.1.1 Definitions

Primary and Extended Study Areas

For purposes of assessing fish habitat in Alameda Creek, two discrete study areas have been
identified; a primary study area and an extended study area (see Figure 15.2-1). They consist of all
aquatic habitats that could be directly or indirectly affected by the construction and operation of
the ACRP.

Primary Study Area

The stream reaches immediately adjacent to and downstream of the project area could be affected
by construction and operation of the proposed project and comprise the primary study area. This
area includes the Alameda Creek channel from the confluence with San Antonio Creek
downstream approximately 1.6 miles to the confluence with Arroyo de la Laguna. The primary
study area has been further divided into Subreaches A, B, and C based on physical habitat
characteristics (see Figure 15.2-2).

Extended Study Area

The extended study area includes the segments of the Alameda Creek main stem from the Arroyo
de la Laguna confluence downstream approximately 16.5 miles to San Francisco Bay. Streamflow
and the related fisheries habitat conditions in the extended study area are strongly influenced by
operation of other water projects in the watershed including Del Valle Reservoir and water
deliveries to the Alameda County Water District (ACWD) from the South Bay Aqueduct via
Vallecitos Creek, which enters Arroyo de la Laguna just upstream of the Alameda Creek
confluence. While operation of the proposed ACRP has the potential to influence flow conditions
in Alameda Creek in the extended study area, the potential influence is greatly diminished due to
the effects of these other water projects in the Arroyo de la Laguna watershed (see
Appendix HYD1-R for description of other water projects in this watershed).

15.2.1.2 Information Sources and Survey Methodology

Literature Review

The Alameda Creek watershed has been studied in detail to support the Calaveras Dam
Replacement Project (CDRP), and the potential for restoration of an anadromous fishery within
Alameda Creek is the focus of the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup (ACFRW); a

SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project 15-2 Planning Case No. 2015-004827ENV
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5. Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

15.2 Fisheries Resources

multi-agency stakeholder group formed in 1999 to develop and implement a strategy to restore
steelhead trout to Alameda Creek. The ACFRW is composed of numerous community and citizens’
groups, local water management and flood control agencies, state and federal resource agencies, and
others. Numerous studies have been prepared detailing the potential for restoration of anadromous
fish within Alameda Creek, and in support of the CDRP Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The
following documents were reviewed for information on current and potential future environmental

conditions in the primary and extended project areas as they relate to the ACRP:

o Alameda Creek Recapture Project, Alameda Creek Fisheries Habitat Assessment Report (see
Appendix BIO2-R of the recirculated portion of the EIR (Recirculated EIR);!

o An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout Population in the Alameda
Creek Watershed;?

o Ecology, Assemblage Structure, Distribution, and Status of Fishes in Streams Tributary to the
San Francisco Estuary, Calz'fornz'a;3

o Calaveras Dam Replacement Project Fisheries Technical Report 2008 (ET]V, 2008); Biological
Assessment and Essential Fish Habitat Assessment for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project;

o Technical Memorandum: Calaveras Dam Replacement Project: Cumulative Impact Analysis —
Central California Coast Steelhead. Appendix ] Calaveras Dam Replacement Project FEIR;?

o Final Environmental Impact Report for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project;®
o National Marine Fisheries Service Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project;”

o Streambed Alteration Agreement for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project (Notification No. 1600-
2010-0322-R3);8

o Evaluating Priority Life History Tactics for Reintroduced Alameda Creek Steelhead. Prepared for:
Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup;®

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. 2016. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Alameda Creek Recapture

Project, Alameda Creek Fisheries Habitat Assessment Report. Prepared by ESA. November 2016. (See Appendix BIO2-R).

2 Gunther, A.J., .M. Hagar, and P. Salop, 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout

Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.

February 7, 2000.

Leidy, R.A., 2007. Ecology, Assemblage Structure, Distribution, and Status of Fishes in Streams Tributary to the

San Francisco Estuary, California. San Francisco Estuary Institute, April 2007. Contribution No. 530.

4 EDAW & Turnstone Joint Venture (ETJV), 2008. Calaveras Dam Replacement Project Fisheries Technical Report.

Prepared by Hagar Environmental Science and Thomas R. Payne and Associates for EDAW & Turnstone Joint

Venture and SFPUC.

San Francisco Planning Department, 2011. Technical Memorandum: Calaveras Dam Replacement Project: Cumulative

Impact Analysis — Central California Coast Steelhead. Appendix | Calaveras Dam Replacement Project FEIR. San Francisco

Planning Department File No. 2005.0161E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005102102. Certified January 27, 2011.

San Francisco Planning Department, 2011. Final Environmental Impact Report for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project.

San Francisco Planning Department File No. 2005.0161E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005102102. Certified January 27,

2011.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa

Rosa, CA.

8 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), 2011. Streambed Alteration Agreement for Calaveras Dam
Replacement Project. Notification No. 1600-2010-0322-R3. June 28, 2011.

9 McBain and Trush, 2012. Evaluating Priority Life History Tactics for Reintroduced Alameda Creek Steelhead. Prepared

for: Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
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15.2 Fisheries Resources

. Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage Improvements, Draft Initial Study with Mitigated Negative
Declaration/Environmental Assessment with Finding of No Significant Impacts;1%; and

. National Marine Fisheries Service Biological Opinion for the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage
Improvements Project.1!

Analysis of 2008 Habitat Characterization Study Survey Data

In 2008, the SFPUC conducted a detailed habitat characterization of Alameda Creek from its
confluence with Arroyo de La Laguna to its confluence with Calaveras Creek, then along Calaveras
Creek upstream to Calaveras Dam. The habitat characterization was conducted during a series of
experimental water releases from Calaveras Reservoir. Crews of five or more SFPUC biologists
conducted the surveys. Continuous longitudinal measurements of habitat types were recorded,
and at every tenth habitat unit, the first occurrence of a given habitat unit, and around potential
migration barriers, a full habitat characterization was conducted, including measurements of width
and depth, substrate and shelter, band and riparian characteristics, spawning and pool tailout
characteristics, barrier assessment, and streamflow measurements. This method was repeated
during four successive experimental water releases from Calaveras Reservoir between May 1, 2008
and July 3, 2008. The data collected along Alameda Creek from its confluence with Arroyo de La
Laguna upstream to its confluence with San Antonio Creek were synthesized to characterize fish
habitat conditions in the primary study area as part of this analysis.

2015 Fisheries Habitat Survey

A focused visual survey of the primary study area and reconnaissance survey of the extended
study area were conducted on May 27, 2015. Aquatic habitat types, riparian vegetation cover, and
instream characteristics were noted and mapped. Potential habitat and barriers to movement for
steelhead were also noted during the survey. The extended study area was characterized via spot-
checks at accessible locations along Niles Canyon and the Alameda Creek flood control channel.

Historical Hydrological Records Review

The existing conditions have been characterized based on observation of conditions on the ground
and review of historical records of stream discharge, water discharges, and water levels in surface
and groundwater bodies. These sources include stream gages, monitoring wells, and quarry NPDES
discharge records and are described in more detail in the Surface Water Hydrology Report for Proposed
Alameda Creek Recapture Project (see Appendix HYD1-R) and in Groundwater-Surface Water Interactions
ACRP Biological Resources Study Area Technical Report (see Appendix HYD2-R).

10 Hanson Environmental, 2016. Alameda County Water District and Alameda County Flood Control & Water
Conservation District Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage Improvements, Draft Initial Study with Mitigated Negative
Declaration/Environmental Assessment with Finding of No Significant Impacts. October 2016.

11 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2017. Biological Opinion for the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage
Improvements Project. Santa Rosa, CA.
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15.2 Fisheries Resources

Alameda System Daily Hydrologic Model (ASDHM)

Future hydrologic conditions in the Alameda Creek watershed were projected using the Alameda
System Daily Hydrologic Model (ASDHM) in combination with additional post-processing steps
to estimate daily quarry discharge to Alameda Creek.!2 The methods used to make the projections
are described in the Surface Water Hydrology Report for the SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project
(see Appendix HYD1-R). The ASDHM is a spreadsheet model that enables estimation of mean
daily discharge values at various locations on Alameda Creek and one of its tributaries. The
ASDHM was first developed by the SFPUC in 2009 and has subsequently been expanded and
refined. The model was further refined for the ACFRW, and the agencies and stakeholders that
comprise the workgroup.

The current version of the ASDHM enables estimation of mean daily discharge values at one
location (or node) in Calaveras Creek below Calaveras Dam, and 11 locations (nodes) in Alameda
Creek between the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam and Coyote Hills Regional Park, close to the
point at which the flood control channel discharges into San Francisco Bay. The model is described
fully in a draft technical memorandum entitled Overview of Methods, Models and Results to Develop
Unimpaired, Impaired and Future Flow and Temperature Estimates along Lower Alameda Creek for
Hydrologic Years 1996-2009.13

The SFPUC updated the model to include the ACRP. Additional post-processing steps to the
output of ASDHM were conducted to refine simulated flows downstream of Node 6 in support of
this analysis. The hydrology used in the analysis was for the 18-year period from Water Year 1996
to Water Year 2013. A detailed description of the ASDHM application to the revised steelhead
analysis is provided in Surface Water Hydrology Report for Proposed Alameda Creek Recapture Project
(see Appendix HYD1-R).

Surface and Subsurface Water Interactions

Surface and subsurface water interactions have been assessed through the analysis of monitoring
well and streamflow data to show how subsurface water (including pit water surface elevations)
responds to flows in Alameda Creek and vice versa. A detailed description of these interactions is
provided in Appendix HYD2-R, Groundwater-Surface Water Interactions, ACRP Biological Resources
Study Area.

12 For the purposes of the CEQA analysis, ESA/Orion used the ASDHM outputs and conducted additional analyses
and refinement of streamflow data, referred to as “post-processing.” The post-processing was conducted at
locations downstream of Node 6 to better simulate streamflow in the reach adjacent to and downstream of the
ACRP project site in order to evaluate potential effects of the project on resources dependent upon streamflow.
The CEQA analysts determined that for the purposes of the impact analyses, streamflow in this reach would be
better represented if both the gains (Hanson’s quarry NPDES discharge) and additional losses that occur between
San Antonio Creek (Node 6) and Arroyo de la Laguna (Node 7) were accounted for in the streamflow estimates
at these locations (See Appendix HYD1-R, Section 4.3, Post-Processing of ASDHM).

13 Dhakal, Buckland and McBain, 2012. Overview of Methods, Models and Results to Develop Unimpaired, Impaired and
Future Flow and Temperature Estimates along Lower Alameda Creek for Hydrologic Years 1996-2009.
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15.2 Fisheries Resources

15.2.1.3 Alameda Creek Fish Habitat

Existing Conditions

Alameda Creek Watershed

Appendix HYD1-R provides a detailed description of the surface water hydrology of the project
area, and specifically the Alameda Creek watershed, from its headwaters near Mount Hamilton
northward all the way to San Francisco Bay. This information is also summarized in
Appendix BIO2-R. Additional supporting information on the groundwater hydrology in the
project area is included in Appendix HYD2-R.

Past and Present Influences on Fisheries Habitat Conditions

As discussed above, the hydrologic and fisheries habitat conditions in Alameda Creek adjacent to
and downstream from the proposed ACRP have been and are currently influenced by a number of
historical and existing facilities and operations under the jurisdiction of several different entities,
including the SFPUC, ACWD, Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
(ACFCD), California Department of Water Resources (DWR), and Zone 7 Water Agency, among
others. The natural and unimpaired flow conditions that existed pre-20th century have been
substantially altered by the construction and operation of many of these facilities. Some of these
facilities are direct barriers to fish migration, while other facilities pose varying degrees of
control/influence over habitat conditions. The major structures, facilities, and fish passage barriers
or obstacles are listed below (see Figure 15.2-3): 1

o Upstream from or adjacent to the proposed project area:
- Calaveras Dam and Reservoir;

- Alameda Creek Diversion Dam (ACDD)(including a new fish ladder constructed as
part of CDRP) and diversion tunnel;

- Sunol Valley aggregate mining operations;
- Sunol Valley historic stream relocation and channelization;

- Turner Dam and San Antonio Reservoir (barriers to fish passage in upper
San Antonio Creek);

- Sunol Valley infiltration galleries; and

- Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) gas pipeline crossing protection covering
(concrete mat).

° Downstream from the proposed ACRP:
- Del Valle Dam and Reservoir/South Bay Aqueduct, including DWR SWP releases;
- Quarry Lakes recharge facilities;

- Various channelized and culverted stream segments;

14 Two historic structures—the Niles and Sunol Dams, both located on Alameda Creek downstream of the Sunol
quarries, were removed in 2006 by the SFPUC, which improved fish movement conditions and increased the fish
habitat. The East Bay Regional Park District also removed two small barriers from Sunol Wilderness Regional
Preserve (Sunol Wilderness) in recent years.

SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project 15-8 Planning Case No. 2015-004827ENV
Recirculated Portions of the EIR December 2019



paysIalep) Y9810 epaulely ayj Ul sajoeisqQ/siaLueqg
abessed ysi4 pue sailjioe4 Jolep

€-2'GT ainbiy

109014 ainideday yoa1) epawely DONd4S - SH0e'YS330uN0S

—weg

. wequoisiong
~ feaid epouiely

Ssau13p|Im [oung’
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- Expanding urban development of the Tri-Valley Area;

- USGS Niles gaging station (11179000) weir/apron;

- ACWD'’s inflatable dams (see below for description of ACWD'’s Joint Lower Alameda
Creek Fish Passage Improvements Project);

- BART weir; and
- ACFCD channelization project.

Reach-by-Reach Habitat Characterization

This section summarizes the results of the 2015 field surveys and analysis of the 2008 SFPUC
habitat characterization data in the primary study area, both of which are described in detail in
Appendix BIO2 and Appendix BIO2-R. In general, the entire primary fisheries study area, in which
Alameda Creek and its tributaries are located, has intermittent flows due to the hydrologic regime
described in Section 5.16. In addition, this portion of the Sunol Valley has been heavily influenced
by sand and aggregate mining activities, including relocation of the channel in some locations,
discharges to the creek from dewatering of active mining areas, and the Sunol Infiltration Gallery
(formerly used for golf course irrigation water supply through a lease with the SFPUC). More
detailed descriptions of habitat conditions throughout the primary and extended study areas are
provided in Appendix BIO2 and Appendix BIO2-R, Alameda Creek Recapture Project, Alameda
Creek Fisheries Habitat Assessment Report.15

Primary Study Area

Subreach A extends from the confluence of San Antonio and Alameda creeks to the 1-680 bridge
crossing. During the May 2015 survey, both San Antonio and Alameda Creeks were dry at the
confluence, but water was present in Alameda Creek approximately 550 feet below the confluence.
This inflow of water was a result of discharges associated with the adjacent quarry operations.
Quarry discharges do not follow a specific pattern, nor are they regulated to provide certain flows
at any given time (although all discharges are authorized under permits issued by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board and there is a maximum discharge rate). In general, substrate was
dominated by silt and fine sediment in pools and glide areas which had emergent vegetation, with
some gravels and more complex channel structure in the isolated riffles interspersed throughout
the subreach. Heavy riparian vegetation, wood debris flows, and debris dams in the channel combined
to create pools, glides, and occasional riffles. During the 2008 SFPUC habitat characterization surveys,
temperatures were near or above thermal limits for steelhead (approximately 73 to 77 degrees
Fahrenheit!6) during all experimental flow releases during May and June.

Subreach B extends from the 1-680 culvert downstream approximately 1,700 feet. During the
May 2015 survey, this reach of Alameda Creek was dominated by slow moving water (glide or
pool habitat), had high levels of algal cover, dense riparian vegetation on banks, and was both
lower gradient and wider than Subreach A. The 2008 surveys of this reach found no riffle habitat,

15 ESA. 2016. Alameda Creek Recapture Project, Alameda Creek Fisheries Habitat Assessment Report. Prepared for
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Prepared by Environmental Science Associates. November 2016. (See
Appendix BIO2-R)

16 Gunther, A.J., ].M. Hagar, and P. Salop. 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout
Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
February 7, 2000. The report expresses the thermal range as 23 to 25 °C.
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less than 10 percent substrate greater than 2.5 inches, and a maximum recorded depth of 4.6 feet.
Temperatures during the May-June 2008 surveys conducted by SFPUC in Subreach B were also
sub-optimal for steelhead, and at lower flows were above thermal limits.

Subreach C begins where the primary channel of Alameda Creek becomes braided and there is
intermittent inflow of subsurface water into the open creek channel. This reach is characterized by
riffle, run, and pool complexes with less dense riparian vegetation on the margins, slightly greater
gradient, and increased habitat complexity when compared with Subreaches A or B. The 2008
surveys conducted by SFPUC showed that riffles in this reach were a more dominant habitat
feature than in either Subreach A or B, and that there was more habitat complexity in this reach
with sections of braided channel and up to 15 percent boulders in some riffles, along with an overall
greater abundance of cobbles. Flows in this reach were unpredictable, but in general were found
to increase below Subreach B, where subsurface water appears to resurface into the channel, then
decrease throughout the remainder of the reach to the confluence with Arroyo de la Laguna. This
pattern was observed during the May 2015 survey, with flows midway through the reach and a
completely dry channel at the Arroyo de la Laguna confluence. Temperatures varied widely in this
reach but tended to be lower than in Subreach A and B, likely the result of thermally buffered
surface water inputs from the subsurface.

Extended Study Area

Niles Canyon begins downstream from the Arroyo de la Laguna confluence, Alameda Creek flows
approximately 6.5 miles through Niles Canyon to Niles Junction (near the crossing of
Highway 238). The stream channel is relatively confined within the steep walled canyon and, with
the exception of Highway 84 and a rail line, there is little development on the narrow floodplain
and surrounding hills. There is a relatively well developed riparian zone throughout Niles Canyon.
There are two major tributaries in this reach, Sinbad Creek and Stonybrook Creek. The reach is a
perennial stream characterized by large, moderately deep pools and runs separated by short,
shallow riffles. The substrate is highly variable, ranging from sand, gravel, and cobble-dominated
riffles and glides to cobble-boulder and silt and sand pools.

Historically, Alameda Creek in Niles Canyon was likely an intermittent to perennial stream
characterized by low flows during late summer and fall. Low dry season flows were derived
primarily from upstream subsurface flows (shallow groundwater that enters the canyon below
Sunol) that may have been relatively cool due to the limited exposure to warm atmospheric
conditions in the shady canyon. Additionally, cool groundwater may have existed historically in
the lower segments of Arroyo de la Laguna due to artesian flow from the Livermore Valley. During
this low flow condition, some pools may have thermally stratified and provided critical thermal
refuge (cool water layer on the bottom of pools) during summer months (June to August), but
overall this reach likely would not have provided desirable habitat for juvenile steelhead to reside
over the last half of summer and early fall.1”

Alameda Creek through Niles Canyon now serves as a conveyance for imported water supply from
the South Bay Aqueduct turnout in Vallecitos Creek, which is tributary to Arroyo de la Laguna just

17 McBain and Trush, 2008, Alameda Creek Population Recovery Strategies and Instream Flow Assessment for Steelhead.
Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
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upstream from the Alameda Creek confluence. As a result, summer base flows in Niles Canyon have
increased and become less variable, thereby increasing overall water temperatures, reducing thermal
buffering that historically occurred with subsurface flows, reducing potential pool stratification, and
subsequently reducing potential rearing habitat for steelhead.

Lower Alameda Creek begins downstream from the mouth of Niles Canyon, flowing approximately
10 miles across a broad low-gradient plain to San Francisco Bay. Historically, before extensive
urbanization of the floodplain, the stream channel was relatively unconfined and the creek would
migrate and form different courses and distributary channels.!819 These channels were tidally
influenced in their lower sections and likely provided valuable estuarine habitat function for rearing
juveniles or for smolts during their transition to the higher salinity of bay water.?0

The lower Alameda Creek channel was extensively modified beginning in the 1950s as a result of
floods that inundated the surrounding urbanizing area and instream aggregate extraction, and the
channel served increasingly as a flood control and water conveyance facility. Following floods in the
1950s, the lower reaches of Alameda Creek (i.e., downstream of Niles Canyon) were rerouted in the
1960s into a trapezoidal flood control channel confined between artificial levees. To maintain flood
control capacity, sediment and vegetation has been periodically removed from the channel. The
historical floodplain has been largely converted to residential, commercial, and industrial urban uses.
Commercial salt production was carried out in an extensive system of evaporation ponds that
removed historic wetlands and natural tidal channels — the ponds currently are being planned for
restoration to those former conditions (South Bay Salt Ponds Restoration Project). Restoration
activities have been ongoing at Coyote Hills Regional Park on the southern side of the channel for
many years, and flood gates connect wetlands in the park to the channel in its lower reach. Water
supply and flood control structures were incorporated into the channel, including a bank-to-bank
grade control structure at the BART and Southern Pacific Railway rail crossings (i.e., the BART weir —
see Figure 15.2-3) and a series of inflatable dams for water supply impoundment (including flows
imported from the Sacramento — San Joaquin Delta via the South Bay Aqueduct) owned and operated
by ACWD. These features prevent fish migration and impair other habitat functions.

As discussed above, the BART weir is a complete barrier to all migrating anadromous fish species
with the possible exception of Pacific lamprey (Lampetra tridentata).?! The middle and upper ACWD
inflatable dams are also major migration obstacles/barriers in lower Alameda Creek. The ACWD
permanently removed the lower rubber dam from the Alameda Creek flood control channel in 2009.

18 Gunther, A.J., .M. Hagar, and P. Salop, 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout
Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
February 7, 2000.

Leidy, R.A., 2007. Ecology, Assemblage Structure, Distribution, and Status of Fishes in Streams Tributary to the San

Francisco Estuary, California. San Francisco Estuary Institute, April 2007. Contribution No. 530.

20 Gunther, A.J., .M. Hagar, and P. Salop, 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout
Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
February 7, 2000.

21 Gunther, A.J., .M. Hagar, and P. Salop, 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout
Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
February 7, 2000.
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The concrete foundation was left in place for grade control stabilization and a low-flow fish ladder
was installed in a notch through the foundation to allow continuous fish passage.

Aquatic habitat conditions in lower Alameda Creek are characterized by low summer flows, high
summer water temperature, substrate with a large silt component, extensive stands of emergent
vegetation, and tidal mixing with increased salinity in the lower sections near the Bay and
freshwater flows in the higher lying reaches above the BART weir. Some sections may be dry
during the summer.??

Quarry Pit F2

Quarry Pit F2 currently is not likely to provide habitat for native fish species. While there are no data
on any fish species that may occur in the pit, there are no known stocking records and the pit has no
surface connectivity to natural waterways, such as Alameda Creek or San Antonio Creek.23

With-CDRP Conditions

The with-CDRP conditions reflect completion of the CDRP and implementation of the instream
and bypass flow schedules required by the CDRP permit conditions.?*?> See Appendix HYD1-R
for a discussion of the instream and bypass flow schedules and a comparison of the assumptions
under the existing and with-CDRP conditions.

Future operation of Calaveras Reservoir and the ACDD will influence streamflow and will
therefore also influence the aquatic habitat and fish community in Calaveras Creek and Alameda
Creek downstream from these facilities. Under the CDRP, future operation of Calaveras Reservoir
and Dam and the ACDD will include the following provisions designed to improve habitat
conditions for steelhead and other native fishes in the watershed:

o Bypass flows at the ACDD and flow releases from Calaveras Reservoir pursuant to the flow
schedule identified in the NMFS Biological Opinion and CDFW streambed alteration
agreement (Fish and Game Code 1600) for the CDRP; and

° Operational procedures for Calaveras Dam releases to avoid cone valve testing during
spawning and egg incubation periods and implement flow release ramping criteria.

Alameda Creek Streamflow Simulations

Estimates of daily flows in Alameda Creek under the with-CDRP conditions (and the with-project
conditions; see below) were made by using the ASDHM output, in combination with additional post-
processing, as summarized below (see Section 15.2.3.2, Approach to Analysis) and described in detail
in Appendix HYD1-R. Estimated daily flows are provided for Alameda Creek above the San Antonio

22 Hanson Environmental Inc., 2002. Air and Water Temperature Monitoring Within Alameda Creek: 2001-2002. Draft

October 1, 2002.

Note that several large fish, believed to be non-native largemouth bass, were observed in Pit F2 during the May

2015 reconnaissance survey.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa

Rosa, CA.

25 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), 2011. Streambed Alteration Agreement for Calaveras Dam
Replacement Project. Notification No. 1600-2010-0322-R3. June 28, 2011.

23

24
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Creek confluence (Node 5), above the Arroyo de la Laguna confluence (Node 7), and in Niles Canyon
(Node 9) for Water Year (WY) 1996 to WY 2013. ASDHM simulations assume up to a 17 cfs loss to
the subsurface upstream of the San Antonio Creek confluence (i.e., between Node 4 and Node 5). The
post-processing of ASDHM output conducted for this EIR includes incorporation of daily estimates
for streamflow gains from quarry NPDES discharges (estimated daily values using post-processing
steps), and up to a 7.5 cfs streamflow loss to the subsurface between San Antonio Creek and Arroyo
de la Laguna (i.e., between Node 6 and Node 7). Although the estimated 17 cfs and 7.5 cfs losses to
the subsurface used in the ASDHM model and during post-processing are based on experimental
and observed streamflow data conducted in dry conditions, they represent a conservative
simplification of complex interactions between surface and subsurface flows. The actual subsurface
losses likely vary day-to-day depending on the saturated conditions of the aquifer during wet or dry
periods.

However, the magnitude of losses are not expected to significantly vary because the 17 cfs loss was
measured after flow was considered stable in the creek.?¢ For a water year in which a drier condition
occurs, it is possible that the losses to subsurface may be slightly greater than 17 cfs for certain days
in the beginning of that water year. Similarly, during very wet, rainy periods, losses to the subsurface
may be slightly less than 17 cfs for certain days. However, since the loss was estimated when the flow
was considered stable in the creek, the use of 17 cfs loss was considered reasonable in the
development of the ASDHM.

Further, post-processing conducted to develop daily estimates for quarry NPDES discharges relies
on historical NPDES records in the absence of any direct measurement of discharge flows. Therefore,
the analysis necessarily assumed that future quarry operations will be similar to past operations.
Node 9 plots include additional flows entering Alameda Creek from Arroyo de la Laguna. Additional
discussion of surface flow and subsurface flow interactions, as well as quarry NPDES discharge post-
processing steps under the with-CDRP conditions are described in Appendices HYD1-R and
HYD2-R.

Reach-by-Reach Habitat Characterization

Primary Study Area (Subreaches A, B, and C)

For the purposes of the EIR, the fisheries impact analysis assumes that in addition to completion of
the CDRP and implementation of the CDRP instream flow schedules, existing human-made barriers
to anadromous steelhead migration would be removed or other measures would be taken to allow
steelhead passage into the watershed; this is referred to as the “adjusted existing conditions.” Due to
limiting factors, specifically water temperatures, steelhead are not expected to spawn or rear within
the primary or extended study areas, but would be expected to migrate through the study areas
during adult winter upstream spawning migrations and late spring juvenile out-migrations to

San Francisco Bay. Implementation of the instream flow schedules required by NMFS and CDFW

26 Meaning flow did not vary at any monitoring location during the constant Calaveras releases.
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permit requirements upon completion of the CDRP are anticipated to increase the suitability of
7

migratory habitat throughout the primary study area.?
The main migration impediments for steelhead in the Sunol Valley are located upstream of the
primary study area between the Welch Creek confluence and the San Antonio Creek confluence
where wide channel areas create shallow riffles under low flow conditions. Passage assessments
conducted for the CDRP indicate that the most problematic riffles, given the current channel shape,
could be passable and meet NMFS passage guidelines at 44 cfs for adult steelhead and 13 cfs for
juvenile steelhead. Based on modeled simulations of streamflow in the Sunol Valley, implementation
of the NMFS instream flow schedules will increase the annual percentage of time (dry and
normal/wet years) that adult steelhead (immigrating and emigrating) can pass these shallow riffle
locations.28

To address these passage impediments in the Sunol Valley, the SFPUC has committed, as part of the
CDRP, to physically modifying locations within the Sunol Valley reach that require flows
substantially greater than 40 cfs for adult steelhead passage. Physical modifications of these
shallow areas are proposed to create conditions that would allow for adult upstream passage and
juvenile downstream passage at flows of approximately 20 cfs and 10 cfs, respectively. Since adult
steelhead will not have access to upper Alameda Creek until the BART weir fish ladder is
completed, the schedule for remediating these barriers will match the return of steelhead to the
upper watershed. With these future modifications, it is expected that passage opportunities for
immigrating and emigrating adults through the Sunol Valley will be improved. Therefore, NMFS
has concluded that with the combination of ACDD bypasses to Alameda Creek, releases from
Calaveras Reservoir to Calaveras Creek, and the proposed modifications to passage impediments
in the Sunol Valley, the number of days available for steelhead adult and juvenile passage through
the Sunol Valley to upstream and downstream habitats in Alameda Creek each year is expected to
fall within the range of natural hydrological variability that steelhead would otherwise encounter

during winter and spring migrations.?’

Niles Canyon and Lower Alameda Creek

As discussed above, in addition to completion of the CDRP and implementation of the CDRP
instream flow schedules, this analysis assumes that all fish passage barriers would be removed and
steelhead would have access to upper portions of the watershed under the adjusted existing
conditions. However, the reaches of Alameda Creek within the extended study area would not be

expected to provide necessary spawning or rearing habitat functions for steelhead; the tidally

27 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa
Rosa, CA.

28 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa
Rosa, CA.

29 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa
Rosa, CA.

SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project 15-15 Planning Case No. 2015-004827ENV
Recirculated Portions of the EIR December 2019



5. Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

15.2 Fisheries Resources

influenced habitats toward the mouth of the creek may provide only limited transition habitat for

steelhead smolts that are emigrating to the Bay.30,31,32

Under the adjusted existing conditions, with implementation of the CDRP instream flow schedules,
minimum flows necessary to meet upstream and downstream passage objectives in Niles Canyon
are likely to be achieved during the winter and spring, because it is assumed that no significant
barriers will remain and the augmented flows, in combination with flows from the Arroyo de la
Laguna watershed, would generally not limit passage opportunities.3 In the Alameda Creek Flood
Control Channel (the lowermost 13 miles of Alameda Creek), ACWD operates two inflatable dams
and several water diversions. The water diversions have a combined capacity of approximately
370 cfs. Thus, fish passage through this reach is strongly dependent on the operation of ACWD
facilities. Since the publication of the June 2017 EIR, ACWD completed an initial study with
mitigated negative declaration/environmental assessment with finding of no significant impacts3+
and NMFS completed a Biological Opinion3® for the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage
Improvements Project. This project proposes to construct fishways at two inflatable dam drop
structures, as well as to construct fish screens at ACWD’s Shinn Pond intakes (design flow rate of
425 cfs). Construction of the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage Improvements Project is
scheduled to occur over a four-year period (2019 through 2022). Upon completion of the project,
ACWD will modify operation of the water diversion facilities in the flood control channel to provide
bypass flows for the protection of steelhead.3¢ A description of the ACWD bypass flow schedules is
provided below under Section 15.2.2, Regulatory Framework, Fisheries Resources.

CDRP instream flows, when combined with flows from Arroyo de la Laguna through Niles Canyon,
are expected to provide suitable conditions for adult upstream migration and smolt downstream
migration. It is assumed that these flows will arrive at the upstream end of the Alameda Creek Flood
Control Channel, and furthermore, under the adjusted existing conditions, it is assumed that ACWD
will provide bypass flows (see below) at its water diversion facilities for fish passage through the
flood control channel.37:38

30 Gunther, AJ., .M. Hagar, and P. Salop, 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout

Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.

February 7, 2000.

McBain and Trush, 2008, Alameda Creek Population Recovery Strategies and Instream Flow Assessment for Steelhead.

Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa

Rosa, CA.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa

Rosa, CA.

Hanson Environmental, 2016. Alameda County Water District and Alameda County Flood Control & Water

Conservation District Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage Improvements, Draft Initial Study with Mitigated Negative

Declaration/Environmental Assessment with Finding of No Significant Impacts. October 2016.

35 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2017. Biological Opinion for the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage
Improvements Project. Santa Rosa, CA.

36 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2017. Biological Opinion for the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage

Improvements Project. Santa Rosa, CA.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa

Rosa, CA.

38 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2017. Biological Opinion for the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage
Improvements Project. Santa Rosa, CA.

31

32

33

34
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15.2.1.4 Alameda Creek Fish Community

Alameda Creek currently provides habitat for a diverse assemblage of native and non-native fishes.
A total of 14 native and at least 13 non-native fish species have been observed in nontidal portions
of the Alameda Creek watershed during the past century.3?40 Several other species may have also
occurred in the watershed based on collections in tidal portions, evidence from archaeological

investigations, and other accounts.

Many collections from the watershed include widely distributed species typical of streams in the
region, such as California roach (Lavinia symmetricus), Sacramento sucker (Catostomus occidentalis),
pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus grandis), steelhead/rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), Pacific lamprey
(Lampetra tridentata), and prickly sculpin (Cottus asper). Non-native resident species present in the
watershed include goldfish (Carassius auratus), carp (Cyprinus carpio), largemouth bass (Micropterus
salmoides), smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu), white catfish (Ameiurus catus), brown bullhead
(Ictalurus nebulosus), black bullhead (Ameiurus melas), bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), green sunfish
(Lepomois cyanellus), western mosquitofish (Gambusia affinis), inland silverside (Menidia beryllina), and
golden shiner (Notemigonus crysaleucas).*1:42

Primary Factors Limiting Fish Populations

The distribution and abundance of fish species within the Alameda Creek watershed appears to be
largely consistent with the regional distribution of different species in habitat zones and habitat
preferences of those species. The extent of fish habitat in the primary study area is limited by lack
of streamflow during the summer. This is likely a natural condition, given the alluvial substrate in
the Sunol Valley and low summer streamflow present in Alameda Creek under unimpaired
conditions. During the May 2015 survey, several pools were noted in the primary study area and
non-native predators (e.g., largemouth bass, bullfrogs) were also observed.

Rainbow trout are currently limited to upper watershed areas (upstream of the primary study area)
where they find suitable micro-habitat structure and substrate conditions along with adequately
cool water temperatures. As discussed above, anadromous species including steelhead are
excluded from the primary study area by passage obstacles downstream in the flood-control (lower
Alameda Creek) reach and Niles Canyon. Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) are
occasionally observed downstream of the BART weir, but they are not able to migrate above it.

39 Gunther, A.J., .M. Hagar, and P. Salop, 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout
Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
February 7, 2000.

Leidy, R.A., 2007. Ecology, Assemblage Structure, Distribution, and Status of Fishes in Streams Tributary to the
San Francisco Estuary, California. San Francisco Estuary Institute, April 2007. Contribution No. 530.

41 Gunther, A.J., J.M. Hagar, and P. Salop, 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout
Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
February 7, 2000.

Leidy, R.A., 2007. Ecology, Assemblage Structure, Distribution, and Status of Fishes in Streams Tributary to the
San Francisco Estuary, California. San Francisco Estuary Institute, April 2007. Contribution No. 530.

40

42
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Special-status Fish Species

Special-status fish species are legally protected or are otherwise considered sensitive by federal, state,

or local resource conservation agencies and organizations. Special-status fish species include:

o Species listed as threatened or endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act
(FESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA);

o Species identified by NMFS or CDFW as species of special concern; and

o Species fully protected in California under the California Fish and Game Code

Three special-status fish species have been identified as having the potential to occur in the
Alameda Creek watershed. However, as described in Table 15.2-1 below, all three species are

unlikely to occur under existing conditions because of downstream passage obstacles and/or
unsuitable habitat conditions.

TABLE 15.2-1

SPECIAL-STATUS FISH SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR
IN THE ACRP FISHERIES STUDY AREAS

Status! Potential to Occur in the ACRP
Fisheries Primary and Extended Study
Species NMES | CDFW | Habitat Requirements Areas Under Existing Conditions
California T - Requires cold, freshwater streams Not expected to occur in the study areas.
Central Coast with suitable gravel for spawning. Potential for occurrence in the primary
steelhead DPS Rears in rivers and tributaries and in | study area is currently restricted by
Oncorhynchus the San Francisco Bay. downstream barriers. Individuals
mykiss periodically occur downstream of the
BART weir (downstream-most fish
barrier) in the extended study area.
River lamprey - SSC | Requires cool, freshwater streams Not expected to occur in the study areas.
Lampetra ayresi with suitable gravel for spawning. A river lamprey was reported in the
watershed in 1966, but there are no
recent occurrences. Potential for
occurrence in the study areas is limited
by downstream barriers.
Sacramento - SSC | Spawning has been reported to Not expected to occur in the study areas.
perch extend from spring to late summer, Records indicate that Sacramento perch
Archoplites depending on location and water historically occurred in Alameda
interruptus temperature. Occurs among aquatic | Creek;*3 no recent known occurrences in
plants or congregating in shallow the study areas.
waters in schools among or near
inshore vegetation.
ACRONYMS:

CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife; DPS = Distinct Population Segment; NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service.

1 Legal Status Definitions:
Federal Listing Categories (NMFS):
T Threatened (legally protected)

State Listing Categories (CDFW):

SSC Species of Special Concern (no formal protection)

SOURCE: ESA, 2016. Alameda Creek Recapture Project, Alameda Creek Fisheries Habitat Assessment Report. Prepared for San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission. Prepared by Environmental Science Associates.

43 Leidy, R.A., 2007. Ecology, Assemblage Structure, Distribution, and Status of Fishes in Streams Tributary to the
San Francisco Estuary, California. San Francisco Estuary Institute, April 2007. Contribution No. 530.
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Adjusted Existing Conditions

As described above, the fisheries analysis assumes that in addition to completion of the CDRP and
implementation of the CDRP instream flow schedules, the existing human-made barriers to
anadromous steelhead migration would be removed or other measures would be taken to allow
fish migration and steelhead access to the upper Alameda Creek watershed prior to or concurrent
with ACRP operations. These conditions were determined to represent the most appropriate
baseline scenario for fisheries resources in terms of identifying potential impacts of ACRP
operations on fisheries and would provide the most conservative CEQA impact analysis.

Habitat conditions for the common native and non-native fish community in Alameda Creek are
expected to improve under the adjusted existing conditions; however, conditions will remain
altered and modified from the natural, unimpaired conditions, and the common fish community
is not expected to markedly change under this future condition.*

Central California Coast Steelhead

As described above, this fisheries analysis provides a conservative impact evaluation and assumes
the worst-case scenario for fisheries as part of the baseline conditions. This means that it is assumed
that steelhead will have returned to the Alameda Creek watershed prior to or concurrent with ACRP
operations. Therefore, as part of the Setting for the adjusted existing conditions, the regulatory status,
life history, and status of steelhead in the primary and extended study areas are presented below.

Regulatory Status

Central California Coast (CCC) steelhead distinct population segment (DPS) (Oncorhynchus mykiss)
is listed as threatened under FESA, and at present occurs downstream of the BART weir in the
ACRP extended study area.

Life History

Steelhead have a highly flexible life history and may follow a variety of life-history patterns
including residents (non-migratory) at one extreme and individuals that migrate to the open ocean
(anadromous) at another extreme. Steelhead are unique among Pacific salmon in that ocean
migrating individuals may return to the ocean after spawning and return to freshwater to spawn

one or more times.

Eggs (laid in gravel nests called redds), alevins (gravel dwelling hatchlings), fry (juveniles newly
emerged from stream gravels), and young juveniles all rear in freshwater until they become large
enough to migrate to the ocean to finish rearing and maturing to adults. Status reviews of steelhead
in California document much variation in life history.#> Although variation occurs, in coastal
California, steelhead usually live in freshwater for one to two years, then spend an additional two or
three years in the ocean before returning to their natal stream to spawn. Adult steelhead typically

44 Gan Francisco Planning Department, 2011. Final Environmental Impact Report for the Calaveras Dam Replacement
Project. San Francisco, CA. San Francisco Planning Department File No. 2005.0161E, State Clearinghouse
No. 2005102102. Certified January 27, 2011.

45 Shapovalov, L. and A.C. Taft. 1954. The Life Histories of the Steelhead Rainbow Trout and Silver Salmon. State of
California, Department of Fish and Game. Fish Bulletin No. 98.
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immigrate to tributaries of San Francisco Bay between November and April, peaking in January and
February.#® Adult steelhead are generally not present in streams between May and October.

During the adult migration season, the timing of upstream immigration typically correlates with
seasonal high flows and associated lower water temperatures. The minimum stream depth
necessary for successful upstream migration is about 5 inches.#” The preferred streamflow for
upstream migration is in the range of 1 to 3 cfs, with a maximum streamflow, beyond which
upstream migration is not likely to occur, of 8 cfs.#® Most spawning takes place from January
through April. Steelhead may spawn more than one season before dying (iteroparity), in contrast
to other species of the genus Oncorhynchus. Most adult steelhead in a run are first time spawners.

Steelhead select spawning sites with gravel substrate and with sufficient streamflow to maintain
circulation through the gravel and provide a clean, well-oxygenated environment for incubating
eggs. Preferred streamflow is in the range of 1 to 3 cfs for steelhead and preferred gravel substrate
isin the range of 0.25 to 4 inches in diameter.4° Typically, sites with preferred features for spawning
occur most frequently in the pool tail/riffle head areas where flow accelerates out of the pool into
the higher gradient section below. In such an area, the female will create a pit, or redd, by
undulating her tail and body against the substrate.

Steelhead fry generally rear in edgewater habitats and move gradually into pools and riffles as
they grow larger. Cover is an important habitat component for juvenile steelhead, both as a velocity
refuge and as a means of avoiding predation. Steelhead, however, tend to use riffles and other
habitats not strongly associated with cover during summer rearing more than other salmonids.
Young steelhead feed on a wide variety of aquatic and terrestrial insects, and emerging fry are
sometimes preyed upon by older juveniles.

Temperature is also an important factor for steelhead/rainbow trout, particularly during the
over-summer rearing period.?%>! The upper lethal temperature for Pacific salmonids is in the range
23.9 to 25 °C for continuous long-term exposure.>?> Some researchers indicate an upper lethal
temperature for Pacific salmonids as low as 22.9°C;53 however, steelhead can survive for short
periods at elevated temperatures, especially if abundant food and dissolved oxygen exist.

46 Fukushima L., and E.W. Lesh. 1998. Adult and juvenile anadromous salmonid migration timing in California

streams. California Department of Fish and Game 84(3):133-145.

Bell, M. C., 1991. Fisheries handbook of engineering requirements and biological criteria. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,

Office of the Chief of Engineers, Portland, OR.

Bell, M. C., 1991. Fisheries handbook of engineering requirements and biological criteria. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,

Office of the Chief of Engineers, Portland, OR.

Bjornn, T. C. and Reiser, D. W., 1979. Habitat Requirements of Anadromous Salmonids. In Influences of Rangeland

Management on Salmonid Fishes and Their Habitats (Meehan), Ed., American Fisheries Society, Bethesda, MD.

50 Gunther, A.J., ].M. Hagar, and P. Salop. 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout
Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
February 7, 2000.

51 Hanson Environmental Inc. 2002. Air and Water Temperature Monitoring Within Alameda Creek: 2001-2002. Draft
October 1, 2002.

52 Gunther, A.J., J.M. Hagar, and P. Salop. 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout
Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
February 7, 2000.

53 Hanson Environmental Inc. 2002. Air and Water Temperature Monitoring Within Alameda Creek: 2001-2002. Draft
October 1, 2002.
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Temperature data suggest that summer and early-fall temperatures in Niles Canyon are within the

range considered to be highly stressful or unsuitable for juvenile steelhead.5*

Juvenile steelhead emigrate episodically from natal streams during fall, winter, and spring high
flows, with peak migration occurring in April and May.%® Emigrating CCC steelhead use
tributaries of San Francisco Bay and portions of the San Francisco Bay for rearing and as a migration
corridor to the ocean. Although data regarding the emigration timing of steelhead smolts from
Alameda Creek is lacking, steelhead smolts in other streams within the DPS including those
draining to San Francisco Bay, typically emigrate from March through June.5® NMFS assumes that

steelhead from Alameda Creek emigrate within this same time period.>”

Based on information from other central California coastal steelhead streams, and SFPUC’s studies
of adfluvial®® O. mykiss above Calaveras and San Antonio Reservoirs, the expected migration timing

for each steelhead life stage is presented in Table 15.2-2.

TABLE 15.2-2
EXPECTED MIGRATION TIMING FOR STEELHEAD IN ALAMEDA CREEK

Life Stage Oct | Nov Jul | Aug | Sept

Adult Immigration

Juvenile Emigration

Post-spawn Adult Emigration

SOURCE: Gunther, AJ., ].M. Hagar, and P. Salop. 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout Population in the
Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup. February 7, 2000.
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa Rosa, CA.

Status in the Primary and Extended Study Areas

As discussed above, steelhead formerly inhabited the Alameda Creek watershed prior to
construction of dams and other water resource and flood control infrastructure.>®0 The presence
of migratory barriers, notably a grade control weir at the BART crossing, prevents upstream
movement of steelhead to potential spawning and rearing habitat, and currently, steelhead can no

longer complete their lifecycle in the watershed. Sightings of migratory O. mykiss have been

54 Hanson Environmental Inc. 2002. Air and Water Temperature Monitoring Within Alameda Creek: 2001-2002. Draft
October 1, 2002.

Fukushima L., and E.W. Lesh. 1998. Adult and juvenile anadromous salmonid migration timing in California
streams. California Department of Fish and Game 84(3):133-145.

Fukushima L., and E.W. Lesh. 1998. Adult and juvenile anadromous salmonid migration timing in California
streams. California Department of Fish and Game 84(3):133-145.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa
Rosa, CA.

Life history strategy in which adult fish spawn and juveniles subsequently rear in streams but migrate to lakes
for feeding as subadults and adults.

59 Gunther, A.J.,, J.M. Hagar, and P. Salop, 2000. An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout
Population in the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup.
February 7, 2000.

Leidy, R.A., 2007. Ecology, Assemblage Structure, Distribution, and Status of Fishes in Streams Tributary to the
San Francisco Estuary, California. San Francisco Estuary Institute, April 2007. Contribution No. 530.

55
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periodically reported downstream of the BART weir, adjacent to the inflatable dam operated by
the ACWD.

Steelhead along the central California coast enter freshwater to spawn when winter rains have been
sufficient to raise streamflows. Increased streamflow during runoff events also appears to provide
cues that stimulate migration and allows better conditions for fish to pass obstructions and shallow
areas on their way upstream. When anadromous steelhead become re-established in Alameda Creek,
operation of the ACDD and Calaveras Dam will influence streamflow and water temperature in
Alameda Creek, which in turn will influence steelhead during its various life history stages. Higher
flows may enable upstream migrating adults and downstream migrating adult steelhead and
steelhead smolts to pass critical riffles and other migration obstacles. Reduced streamflows may
result in higher water temperature, while releases from a restored Calaveras Reservoir may result in
lower water temperatures, and could affect steelhead migrating later in the spring.

Both the primary and extended study areas are anticipated to function only as migratory habitat
for steelhead if they are restored to the upper watershed, with adults migrating through both study
areas during winter months, and the majority of repeat spawners, young-of-year, or older smolt
returning downstream during precipitation events in the spring. The primary limiting factors for
all life stages of steelhead in Alameda Creek are flows, water temperature, and both natural and
man-made barriers. In both the primary and extended study areas, water temperatures are
currently and are expected to continue to be under with-CDRP conditions generally too high
during summer months (June to August) to support steelhead rearing and over-summering
steelhead are not expected to occur in these portions of Alameda Creek.®! This expectation has
been supported by fisheries data which show that both the primary and extended study areas

support a warm-water fish assemblage.®?

Additional detailed discussion on steelhead life history and potential life history strategies in
Alameda Creek is provided in Appendix BIO2-R, Alameda Creek Fisheries Habitat Assessment Report.

15.2.2 Regulatory Framework, Fisheries Resources

(This section replaces the June 2017 EIR Section 5.15.6, Regulatory Framework, Fisheries Resources
in its entirety.)

15.2.2.1 Federal Regulations

Endangered Species Act

Under FESA, the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Commerce have joint authority to
list a species as threatened or endangered (16 U.S. Code [USC] 1533[c]). USFWS has jurisdiction
over plants, wildlife, and resident fish, while NMFS has jurisdiction over anadromous fish and

61 EDAW & Turnstone Joint Venture (ETJV), 2008. Calaveras Dam Replacement Project Fisheries Technical Report 2008.
Prepared by Hagar Environmental Science and Thomas R. Payne and Associates for EDAW & Turnstone Joint
Venture and SFPUC.

62 TLeidy, R.A., 2007. Ecology, Assemblage Structure, Distribution, and Status of Fishes in Streams Tributary to the
San Francisco Estuary, California. San Francisco Estuary Institute, April 2007. Contribution No. 530.
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marine fish and mammals. The act is discussed in June 2017 EIR Subsection 5.14.2, Regulatory
Framework, in Section 5.14, Biological Resources.

On January 5, 2006, the CCC steelhead DPS, including all naturally spawned anadromous
steelhead populations below natural and manmade impassable barriers, were listed as threatened
under FESA by NMFS (71 FR 834). If construction of ACRP were to require fill in federally
jurisdictional waters, the SFPUC would be required to obtain a CWA Section 404 permit from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Before issuing a Section 404 permit, the USACE is
required under Section 7 of FESA to consult with NMFS and/or USFWS if a federally listed species
may be affected by a proposed project to be permitted. No placement of fill in federally
jurisdictional water is proposed as part of the ACRP.

Magnuson-Steven Fisheries Conservation Act

In response to growing concern about the status of U.S. fisheries, the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996
(Public Law 104-297) was passed by Congress to amend the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act (Public Law 94-265), the primary law governing marine fisheries management
in the federal waters of the United States. Under the Sustainable Fisheries Act, consultation is
required by NMFS on any activity that might adversely affect designated Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH). EFH includes those habitats that fish rely on throughout their life cycles. It encompasses
habitats necessary to allow sufficient production of commercially valuable aquatic species to support
a long-term sustainable fishery and contribute to a healthy ecosystem. Alameda Creek has been
designated as EFH downstream of the primary study area, in the extended study area, and the CDRP
Biological Opinion (described above) includes conservation recommendation for EFH.

15.2.2.2 State Regulations

California Endangered Species Act

Pursuant to CESA and Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code, a permit from CDFW is
required for projects that could result in take of a state-listed threatened or endangered species.
CESA is described in June 2017 EIR Subsection 5.14.3, Regulatory Framework, Terrestrial Biological
Resources. There are no fish species listed as threatened or endangered under CESA in the ACRP
study area.

California Fish and Game Code

Section 1602

All diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river,
stream, or lake in California that supports wildlife resources are subject to regulation by CDFW
under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. As indicated in EIR Chapter 14, it is
anticipated that the ACRP will require a 1600 permit.
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15.2.2.3 Regional and Local Agreements, Plans, and Groups Relevant to
the Protection of Fisheries Resources in the Alameda Creek
Watershed

The following agreements and plans are applicable to the environmental setting for the ACRP or
provide useful background information.

Alameda Watershed Management Plan

The Alameda Creek watershed is one of three major contributors of water to the SFPUC regional
water system. As such, the primary watershed goal of the SFPUC is to maintain and improve source
water quality to protect public health and safety. Secondary goals include the maximization of water
supply and the preservation and enhancement of ecological resources.

The purpose of the Alameda Watershed Management Plan® (WMP) is to provide a policy framework
for the SFPUC to make consistent decisions about the activities, practices, and procedures that are
appropriate on SFPUC watershed lands. To aid the SFPUC in its decision-making, the plan provides
a comprehensive set of goals, policies, and management actions, which integrate all watershed
resources and reflect the unique qualities of the watersheds. The WMP remains the primary
comprehensive plan and SFPUC policy document for land and resource management of the SFPUC
Alameda Creek watershed lands, including all SFPUC lands within the study area.

WMP policies established for aquatic resources include the protection and enhancement of aquatic
resources and habitat (AR1 - AR4), water quality (AR5), fisheries resources (AR6), impact
assessment for future projects (AR7), and management and coordination (ARS8 — AR10). WMP
actions and guidelines are included for aquatic zone protection and fishery resources. Aquatic zone
protection actions and guidelines are included for assessment prior to new activities (aqul), stream
channels and banks (aqu6 — aqu8). Fishery resources actions and guidelines are included for fish
migration (fis1 — fis4), habitat management (fis5 — fis7), and future studies and monitoring (fis8).

SFPUC Alameda Watershed Habitat Conservation Plan
See June 2017 EIR Section 5.14.3.3.

SFPUC Water Enterprise Environmental Stewardship Policy

On June 27, 2006, the SFPUC established a mission and policy for long-term management of
SFPUC-owned lands and their natural resources, including the Alameda Creek watershed, as a
fundamental component of the Water Enterprise mission. The policy states that “the SFPUC is
committed to responsible natural resources management that maintains the integrity of the natural
resources, restores habitats for native species, and enhances ecosystem function. It is the policy of
the SFPUC to operate the SFPUC water system in a manner that protects and restores native fish
and wildlife downstream of SFPUC dams and water diversions, within SFPUC reservoirs, and on
SFPUC watershed lands. Releases from SFPUC reservoirs will (consistent with the SFPUC

63 SFPUC, 2001. Final Alameda Watershed Management Plan.
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mission..., existing agreements, and applicable state and federals laws), mimic the variation of the
seasonal hydrology (e.g., magnitude, timing, duration, and frequency) of their corresponding
watersheds in order to sustain the aquatic and riparian ecosystems upon which these native fish
and wildlife species depend.” The policy commits the SFPUC to monitoring of habitats,
collaboration with interested and affected parties, and various strategies for implementation of the
policy (e.g., updating the Alameda Watershed Management Plan, developing the Habitat
Conservation Plan for the watershed, developing and implementing the Watershed and
Environmental Improvement Program for the watershed, participating in local forums including
the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup). The policy commits the SFPUC to “ensure
that the policy guides development of project descriptions, alternatives and mitigation for all
SFPUC projects during the environmental review process under the CEQA and/or NEPA.”

Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup

The Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup is a multi-agency stakeholder group formed
in 1999 to develop and implement a strategy to restore steelhead trout to Alameda Creek. The
SFPUC is one of the agencies that have executed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that
have formally agreed to collaborate to pursue steelhead restoration in the Alameda Creek
watershed while minimizing the impacts to water supply operations. Other participating agencies
include Alameda County Flood Control District, Alameda County Resource Conservation District,
Alameda Creek Alliance, ACWD, California State Coastal Conservancy, CDFW, East Bay Regional
Park District, NMFS, PG&E, and the Zone 7 Water Agency.

15.2.2.4 CDRP Regulatory Permit Requirements

National Marine Fisheries Service CDRP Biological Opinion

On March 5, 2011, NMFS issued a Biological Opinion for the construction and operation of the
CDRP.%* In the Biological Opinion, NMFS concluded that the construction and future operation of
the CDRP will not jeopardize the continued existence of CCC steelhead. The Biological Opinion
describes an operational plan for the replacement Calaveras Dam and ACDD, developed by SFPUC
in coordination with NMFS and CDFW, which provides suitable instream flow conditions for CCC
steelhead below these facilities.

The Biological Opinion also describes an adaptive management implementation plan that was
prepared by the SFPUC for the purpose of achieving specific goals that will support broader
steelhead population targets within the watershed. Components of the adaptive management
implementation plan will also assist in evaluating the performance of the future management scheme
as part of the CDRP operations and in addressing uncertainties within the watershed that will
influence the recovery of steelhead within the Alameda Creek watershed. The adaptive management
implementation plan includes: (1) steelhead conservation measures (actions to protect and enhance

64 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa
Rosa, CA.
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future steelhead in the Alameda Creek watershed); (2) data collection, investigations, and analyses
to inform future steelhead management decisions; and (3) a steelhead monitoring program.

The steelhead monitoring program describes several biological response components, including
steelhead migration through the ACRP primary study area. For each biological response component,
the adaptive management implementation plan includes a description of measurement points,
measurement parameters, measurement intervals, performance criteria, and Contingency action(s).
Specifically, the NMFS CDRP Biological Opinion adaptive management implementation plan
includes the following biological response monitoring requirements for steelhead monitoring:®°

2.2.2 BIOLOGICAL RESPONSE MONITORING

Steelhead Migration: Monitoring will be conducted to determine migration success into, out of, and
within the primary study area and to estimate the relative success of in and out migration of adult
and juvenile steelhead.

Measurement Points: Several locations in the primary study area below Calaveras Dam and
the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam, including the Sumnol Valley and Little Yosemite, to
document and evaluate passage conditions associated with the proposed minimum flow
schedules and natural flow accretions. Also evaluate the operation of the ladder and screen at
the Alameda Creek Diversion Dam.

Measurement Parameters: Monitoring the timing and movement of adult immigration shall
be coordinated with the resource agencies and other entities in the watershed (e.g., Alameda
County Water District and operation of the ladders in the Alameda Creek Flood Control
Channel). The SFPUC shall provide radio tags or other devices and coordinate monitoring to
detect the movement of adults within the portions of the watershed under its jurisdiction.
Although outside SFPUC jurisdiction, SFPUC recommends that radio tags or other devices be
applied to adult fish captured/trapped at the future BART weir ladder(s). The movements of
tagged fish shall be monitored, at either fixed detection sites or manual tracking, as they move
through the watershed.

To evaluate movement patterns of juvenile steelhead within Alameda Creek, timing of
migration and relative abundance by size class shall be monitored using downstream migrant
traps (e.g. rotary screw traps — locations TBD after consultation with NMFS and CDFG). Pit
tags will be employed to assess migrational success and survival rates.

Measurement Interval: During February, March, April and May; continuing through June
only if significant numbers of fish are being collected in late May.

Performance Criteria: Suitable migration conditions for adult steelhead without substantial
flow-related interference that causes biologically relevant delay. Natural features such as Little
Yosemite will be further evaluated to also consider physical conditions (e.g., vertical jump
height) that may create interference regardless of flow conditions (see Section 2.1.2 above).
Evidence of downstream moving juvenile steelhead undergoing the process of smoltification.
Fish monitoring data will be used in conjunction with physical (e.g. streamflow) data.

65 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2011. Biological Opinion for the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. Santa
Rosa, CA.
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Contingency Action(s): In the short term, if fish stranding is documented, implement fish
relocation activities. In the long term and as detailed in Section 2.1.1, contingency actions
include SFPUC provision of specific funding amounts in support of NMFS and CDFG
modification of physical features in the stream channel (e.g., modification of bedrock and
boulder features the Little Yosemite reach) as described above in Section 2.1.1.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Streambed Alteration Agreement

On June 28, 2011 CDFW issued a streambed alteration agreement for the construction and operation
of the CDRP.%¢ The agreement describes an operational plan for the replacement Calaveras Dam and
ACDD, which was developed by SFPUC in coordination with NMFS and CDFW and which provides
suitable instream flow conditions for Central California Coast steelhead below these facilities. The
streambed alteration agreement also describes a number of conditions that are required in order to

avoid, minimize, and compensate for impacts to sensitive resources.

15.2.2.5 ACWD Regulatory Permit Requirements

National Marine Fisheries Service ACWD Biological Opinion

As described above, since the publication of the June 2017 Draft EIR for the ACRP, ACWD completed
an initial study with mitigated negative declaration/environmental assessment with finding of no
significant impacts®” and NMFS completed a Biological Opinion 8 for the Joint Lower Alameda
Creek Fish Passage Improvements Project, which proposes to construct fishways at the two
inflatable dam drop structures, as well as construct fish screens at ACWD’s Shinn Pond intakes
(design flow rate of 425 cfs). Construction of the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage
Improvements Project is scheduled to occur over a four-year period (2019 through 2022). Upon
completion of the project, ACWD will modify operation of the water diversion facilities in the flood
control channel to provide bypass flows for the protection of steelhead.®’

The Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage Improvements Project Biological Opinion
incorporates the following bypass operations for three seasonal periods:”071

1) Steelhead In-Migration period from January 1 through March 31:

. bypass flow requirements of 20 to 25 cfs;

2)  Steelhead Out-Migration period from April 1 through May 31:

66 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), 2011. Streambed Alteration Agreement for Calaveras Dam

Replacement Project. Notification No. 1600-2010-0322-R3. June 28, 2011.

Hanson Environmental, 2016. Alameda County Water District and Alameda County Flood Control & Water

Conservation District Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage Improvements, Draft Initial Study with Mitigated Negative

Declaration/Environmental Assessment with Finding of No Significant Impacts. October 2016.

68 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2017. Biological Opinion for the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage
Improvements Project. Santa Rosa, CA.

69 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2017. Biological Opinion for the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage
Improvements Project. Santa Rosa, CA.

70 See Appendix HYDI1-R, Section 7.2 ACWD’s Alameda Creek Operations, in particular Table HYD7-1 ACWD
Minimum Bypass Flows and Conditions of Bypass.

71 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2017. Biological Opinion for the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage
Improvements Project. Santa Rosa, CA.

67
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. bypass flow requirements of 5 to 12 cfs;

3)  Outside of Peak Migration Periods from June 1 through December 31:

. bypass flow requirements of 5 cfs.

The ACWD NMFS Biological Opinion also states that during certain conditions, water releases from
Calaveras Reservoir and bypass flows at the ACDD as part of the CDRP operations may, at times,
contribute to flow further downstream in Alameda Creek at Niles Gage. If this occurs, pursuant to
the Biological Opinion, ACWD must bypass any such flows contributing to total flow at Niles
Gage.

In order for ACWD to implement bypass stream flow requirements, the total streamflow through the
flood control channel would be measured as an average daily flow downstream of the Rubber Dam
1/Drop Structure at the Sequoia Road Bridge Gage. This stream gage will be used to document flows
in the flood control channel and for compliance with bypass requirements. ACWD’s bypass rules do
not require ACWD to release water from storage to meet bypass flow requirements. However, as
noted on Table 1 of the ACWD NMFS Biological Opinion,”? bypass streamflow amounts are based
on the flow in Alameda Creek upstream of ACWD's facilities and measured at the Niles Gage.

15.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures — Fisheries
Resources

(This section replaces the following specific sections of the June 2017 EIR.)

. 5.14.7.1, Significance Criteria (only as relevant to Impact BI-11; the remaining criterion
continues to be relevant to the other fisheries resources impacts)

o 5.15.7.2 Approach to Analysis (Operational Impacts)

. 5.14.7.4 Operational Impacts — Fisheries Resources

- Impact BI-11: Project operations would not interfere with the movement or migration
of special-status fish species, including CCC steelhead DPS.

15.2.3.1 Significance Criteria

The project would have a significant impact related to fisheries resources if the project were to:

. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations or by the CDFW, USFWS, or NMFS; or

. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish species.

72 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 2017. Biological Opinion for the Joint Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage
Improvements Project. Santa Rosa, CA.
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5. Recirculated Portions of the Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

15.2 Fisheries Resources

15.2.3.2 Approach to Analysis

Operational Impacts

The analysis of long-term, operational impacts on steelhead is made relative to the adjusted
existing conditions — the baseline conditions under which the ACRP would necessarily operate,
because the ACRP is reliant on implementation of the CDRP instream flow schedules. The adjusted
existing conditions include with-CDRP conditions (i.e., completion of the CDRP, restoration of the
historical capacity of Calaveras Reservoir, and implementation of the instream flow schedules
required by the CDRP permit conditions’374), plus the existing human-made barriers to
anadromous steelhead migration would be removed or other measures would be taken to allow
fish migration and steelhead access to the upper Alameda Creek watershed prior to or concurrent
with ACRP operations (even though these actions have not yet occurred under the existing
conditions). In other words, the baseline conditions for this analysis assume that steelhead will
have returned to the Alameda Creek watershed prior to or concurrent with ACRP operations.
These conditions represent a conservative approach to the fisheries impact analysis. In the analysis
below, “with-CDRP conditions” is used to refer to the hydrologic conditions in which the CDRP
instream flow schedules are implemented, and “adjusted existing conditions” is used to refer to
the baseline conditions for the fisheries analysis.

The analysis focuses on migration requirements for adult and juvenile steelhead and compares
Alameda Creek surface water flows in the study area under the adjusted existing conditions to
those that would occur under the proposed project (with-ACRP or with-project conditions). The
analysis is based on hydrologic modeling and post processing of modeling results to simulate
operational effects of the proposed project on Alameda Creek surface water flows (as summarized
below and described in detail in Appendix HYD1-R) and analysis of surface and subsurface water
interactions in the Sunol Valley (as described in Appendix HYD2-R). Impact conclusions are based
on an assessment of project-related changes compared to the adjusted existing conditions in the
context of the expected seasonal, life-stage specific habitat requirements of CCC steelhead DPS.
Specifically, the project