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Figure 3  USGS Gage data for April-May 2008 Calaveras Dam low flow releases 

         

D. The DEIR should address the need for sufficient flow releases to provide for migration of 
steelhead into and out of Sunol Valley (and the spawning/rearing habitat directly downstream 
of the CDRP), and through Niles Canyon downstream to San Francisco Bay.   As described 
in the comments above, significant progress is being made on providing steelhead passage 
through the Alameda Creek Flood Control Channel, with plans in place to provide complete 
fish passage through this lower reach in the next several years. In addition, data from the 
USGS gaging stations clearly demonstrate that: 1) the CDRP will have a significant impact 
on downstream flows, and 2) these flows would otherwise have had the potential to travel 
downstream through the Sunol Valley, Niles Canyon and the Flood Control Channel and 
ultimately to the Bay.   

The DEIR includes a proposed flow schedule for steelhead, which is to be implemented once 
steelhead passage is provided in the Alameda Creek Flood Control Channel.  However, the 
proposed flow schedule, while potentially suitable for steelhead spawning and rearing, does 
not provide the migration flows needed to provide steelhead access to the spawning and 
rearing habitat below the CDRP. That is, in order for steelhead restoration efforts in the 
Alameda Creek Watershed to be successful, adequate flows must be provided from the 
spawning/rearing habitat (primary study area) to downstream reaches in Sunol Valley, Niles 
Canyon and the Flood Control Channel (secondary study area).  These flows will be required 
in order for in-migrating adult steelhead from San Francisco Bay to successfully access the 
habitat below the CDRP in the upper watershed.   
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For example, under dry and normal year types (comprising 80% of the years), the DEIR’s 
proposed steelhead flow schedule is no different than the 1997 MOU flow schedule (during 
the steelhead in-migration months of December through March).  The SFPUC has already 
indicated that these flows will be “recaptured” at the downstream Filter Gallery Project.  
Therefore, the proposed steelhead flow schedule would provide no benefits for steelhead 
migration for eight out of ten years. In “wet” years (20% of the time), the SFPUC proposes to 
meet a flow schedule of 42 cfs between January 12 and March 31.  It is not clear if these 
flows would also be recaptured. In any event, they are not sufficient to allow for upstream 
steelhead migration (the DEIR states that up to 46 cfs is required to provide adequate adult 
steelhead in-migration from Niles Canyon through Sunol Valley to the spawning/rearing 
habitat below Calaveras Dam). 

Rather than providing the needed flows for steelhead migration, the DEIR states that there 
will be sufficient opportunities for in-migration during high flow events, without providing 
additional releases to support the steelhead in-migration. However, as shown in Figure 4 
below, an analyses of flow data at the USGS gaging station on Alameda Creek at Welch 
Creek, indicates that under pre-DSOD restrictions (Water Years 1999-2001) on average, 
adequate flows for steelhead in-migration occurred approximately 17% of the time during the 
in-migration season of December through March. In WY 2000 adequate flows were provided 
only 0.8% of the time, and WY 2001 provided adequate flows 32% of the time.  Given that 
the DEIR acknowledges that the flow conditions under the CDRP would be similar to those 
which occurred under pre-DSOD conditions, it is clear that the DEIR fails to provide 
adequate commitments for the flows needed for steelhead in-migration.  Similarly, adequate 
flows from the rearing habitat in the upper watershed downstream through Sunol Valley, 
Niles Canyon and Flood Control Channel must be provided such that smolts can out-migrate 
from the rearing habitat in the upper watershed to San Francisco Bay.   
Figure 4.  Water year 2001 hydrograph, and needed discharge for adult fish passage 
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Without a commitment by the SFPUC to provide adequate flows from the CDRP for 
steelhead in-migration and out-migration (such that steelhead can complete their life cycle), 
other steelhead management actions taken by the SFPUC as part of the CDRP will have 
limited value for a restored steelhead population in the watershed.  

In order to adequately address the project impacts on steelhead fisheries, the Final EIR 
should include the following: 

 
• A daily hydrologic model (see comment No. 1 above) should be utilized and applied to 

the steelhead flow release schedule to determine the number of days that adequate flows 
will be available for steelhead migration into and out of the spawning and rearing habitat 
downstream of Calaveras Dam.  

 
• As mitigation, the Final EIR should include a commitment to provide sufficient 

downstream flows for steelhead migration to support a restored steelhead fishery. Prior to 
finalizing the EIR, the SFPUC should coordinate with NOAA Fisheries and California 
Department of Fish and Game to develop a flow schedule that provides for: 1) adequate 
flows for migration through Sunol Valley, and 2) a contribution to flows needed  for 
steelhead migration through Niles Canyon and the Alameda Creek Flood Control 
Channel to San Francisco Bay. 

• The flows released by the SFPUC to support steelhead in-migration and out-migration 
should not be “re-captured” at a downstream infiltration gallery or similar facility.  These 
flows should be dedicated to providing the opportunity for adult steelhead to access the 
upper watershed for spawning and rearing (from San Francisco Bay) and for smolts to 
out-migrate from the spawning and rearing habitat to San Francisco Bay to complete their 
life cycle. 
 

5. The DEIR must further characterize and address the water quality impacts to ACWD’s 
drinking water supply. 

 
Protecting water quality in Alameda Creek is critical to ACWD’s mission to provide a 
reliable supply of high quality water to its customers.  The DEIR does not address the 
possible water quality impacts to ACWD and the importance of this supply as a drinking 
water source.  The DEIR should be revised to acknowledge: 1) the critical need for ACWD’s 
groundwater recharge program to prevent salt water intrusion into the Niles Cone 
Groundwater Basin from San Francisco Bay; 2) the importance of Drinking Water Source 
Protection in the Alameda Creek watershed given the downstream use as a potable supply; 
and 3) the importance of state and federal Maximum Contaminant Levels in analyzing water 
quality impacts given the downstream use as a potable supply.  Further, the significance 
criteria used by SFPUC to assess possible water quality impacts of the CDRP are far too 
simplistic to be protective of downstream water quality and supply at a level that is 
significant to ACWD, and are therefore inadequate for CEQA analysis.  The significance 
criteria must be appropriately revised to provide an adequate impact analysis. 
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The CDRP has the potential to significantly impact water quality in Alameda Creek and 
ACWD’s downstream water supply.  Specific impacts to ACWD that were not addressed in 
the DEIR include: 1) turbidity impacts of the project that would impair ACWD’s ability to 
divert water from Alameda Creek, as well as subsequent impacts to groundwater recharge 
rates from additional sedimentation; 2) impacts and risks of additional contaminant loading 
to Alameda Creek from project construction and operation that are unacceptable for a 
drinking water source; and 3) impacts of known contaminant loading to Alameda Creek 
above background levels from discharges of the construction site dewatering and treatment 
system, which may include asbestos, arsenic, chromium, nickel, copper and cobalt in treated 
water or in overflows. Dilution identified in the DEIR as a justification for a “less than 
significant impact” finding is not an appropriate mitigation under CEQA or under standard 
Drinking Water Source Protection practices. 

 
Water quality and supply impacts to ACWD must be addressed and fully mitigated prior to 
finalization of the DEIR.  Given SFPUC’s strong commitment to source water protection in 
its own source watersheds, and its use of watershed management as an alternative to 
expensive treatment processes in the case of the Hetch Hetchy supply, meeting that same 
commitment for protection of downstream drinking water supplies through appropriate 
impact analyses and mitigation should be the standard of mitigating the impacts of this 
proposed project. 

 
6. The DEIR does not provide mitigation measures for water quality at a level appropriate 

for a project of this size, duration and complexity. 
 

Coverage under the General NPDES permit for construction and implementation of standard 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) through a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), as proposed in the DEIR, is not sufficient mitigation for a project of this scale and 
location. Complex dewatering and treatment operations and subsequent discharge to 
Alameda Creek should be covered by a dedicated NPDES permit and should not be allowed 
to increase background levels of contaminants in Alameda Creek, which could impact 
ACWD.  Further, off-site mitigation “after-the-fact” to make up for overflows of the 
dewatering and treatment system in a 10-year storm event is not appropriate.  SFPUC should 
commit to mitigation that will be protective of water quality at all times, in areas that are not 
already under the control and protection of SFPUC.  Given the complexity and size of the 
project, SFPUC should provide assurances that BMP and SWPPP implementation and on-site 
work practices will ensure constant water quality protection during construction.  In order to 
ensure that any water quality or hazardous materials incidents are immediately reported and 
responded to, SFPUC should further commit to installing real-time water quality monitoring 
downstream of the construction operations, including automated alerts to key agencies and 
staff.   
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The DEIR should also address plans for dealing with sanitary and grey water waste, 
although these may be significant issues requiring mitigation given the size and duration of 
the work effort. The Final EIR should address these issues and their possible impacts on 
Alameda Creek, and should provide appropriate mitigation. 

7.	 The DEIR should commit to a coordinated operations notification plan and alert system 
between SFPUC and ACWD for Alameda Creek watershed operations. 

As written, the DEIR does not commit to a coordinated operations notification plan between 
SFPUC and ACWD outside of the basic water quality discharge notifications that are part of 
the SWPPP. SFPUC's upstream operations have a significant potential to affect ACWD's 
downstream real-time water supply and fish ladder. SFPUC should commit to regular 
coordination with ACWD on watershed operations and implementation of a real-time 
notification and communication procedure, including an alert system using the best available 
technology that will give advance notification to all entities located downstream of Calaveras 
Reservoir and the ACDD of the time, rate, and quality of flow of all water releases into 
Alameda Creek. The potential for hazardous materials releases during construction further 
warrants implementation of such a plan and alert system. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Draft EIR for the 
Calaveras Dam Replacement Project. ACWD's comments, as described above, have been 
provided to assist the SFPUC in ensuring the Draft EIR meets all CEQA requirements for 
environmental impact analyses and mitigation, with the goal of ultimately ensuring the success 
of this important project. Should you have any questions about these comments, please feel free 
to contact Eric Cartwright, Water Resources Planning Manager, at (510) 668-4206 or Laura 
Hidas, Water Supply Supervisor, at (510) 66-6516. 

Sincerely, 

J~ L ~J'j----
Walter L. Wadlow 
General Manager 


