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CHAPTER 2 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT EIR 

This chapter presents each commentor's letter followed by the corresponding responses.  The 
responses to comments are numbered to correspond to the comment numbers that appear in the 
margins of the comment letter.  Where the responses indicate additions or deletions to the text of 
the EIR, additions are indicated in underline, deletions in strikeouts.  All changes to the EIR text 
are summarized in Final EIR Chapter 3. 
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A. RESPONSE TO: CATRINA MARTIN, U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE, NOVEMBER 2, 2004  

A-1 Comment acknowledged.  This comment contains summary of the project description for 
the SBA Improvement and Enlargement Project. 

A-2 Comment acknowledged.  The DEIR (pp. 3.3-5 through 3.3-58) documents occurrences 
of these species and establishes mitigation measures addressing potential impacts to these 
species.  Mitigation measures 3.3-3a, 3.3-3b, 3.3-4a, 3.3-4b, 3.3-4c, 3.3-5a, 3.3-5b, 3.3-
6a, 3.3-6b, 3.3-6c have been included to minimize impacts to the species mentioned by 
the commenter.  The mitigation measures include off-site mitigation when necessary to 
compensate for permanent loss of habitat.  A permit package was submitted to USFWS 
on November 19, 2004 to initiate Section 7 consultation.    

A-3  Comment acknowledged.  As discussed in DEIR Section 6.0, Zone 7 reviewed a wide 
range of alternatives to provide conveyance capacity into the Zone 7 service area.  
Alternatives were reviewed from an economic, reliability/flexibility, implementation, and 
environmental impact standpoint.  As discussed on DEIR pp. 6-21 through 6-22, the 
Chain of Lakes does not represent a feasible stand-alone alternative to the SBA 
Enlargement and Improvement Project, as it would not meet the stated objectives of the 
proposed project.  Rather, the Chain of Lakes represents an in-valley storage facility that 
Zone 7 could utilize in the future for agricultural storage, recycled water storage, and 
groundwater infiltration, when these gravel pits are actually mined.  Full development of 
the Chain of Lakes is not anticipated until approximately 2030 (Katen, 2004), and their 
development would not provide adequate storage to meet projected demands without 
improvements to the conveyance capacity of the South Bay Aqueduct.  Additionally, this 
alternative would not address several other project objectives, including provision of 
adequate freeboard along the SBA, ability for off-peak pumping, and increased system 
reliability.  Finally, implementation of the Chain of Lakes would include impacts relating 
to construction of pipeline distribution facilities and pump stations for water distribution.  
Zone 7 will continue to review the Chain of Lakes within the context of meeting 
agricultural demands within its service area.  

 
As noted by the commenter, impacts are associated with the Proposed Project; however, 
adequate mitigation has been identified in the DEIR to reduce these impacts to a less than 
significant level, including provision of compensatory mitigation for biological resource 
impacts.  Therefore, as the Chain of Lakes alternative would not meet the stated project 
objectives, and potential impacts associated with the proposed project can be reduced to a 
less than significant level, the Chain of Lakes alternative is not considered 
environmentally superior.  No further analysis of this alternative is required. 
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B. RESPONSE TO:  TERRY ROBERTS, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE, 
NOVEMBER 15, 2004 

B-1 This letter acknowledges that the comment period for the DEIR closed on November 12, 
2004, and listed state agencies that submitted comments by that date.  DWR accepted 
comments through November 12, consistent with the Notice of Availability prepared for 
the Draft EIR.  The letter states that DWR has complied with the State Clearinghouse 
review requirements for draft environmental impact reports pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 
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C. RESPONSE TO:  BRIAN WINES, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, NOVEMBER 12, 2004 

C-1 Comment acknowledged.  As noted on DEIR page 3.2-14, Dyer Reservoir features and 
other civil features (inlets, outlets, cross drainage, etc.) would be designed to 
accommodate a 100-year event (240 cfs), and the rerouted drainage and conveyance 
structure across the SBA would be sized to accommodate a 1,000 year event (450 cfs).  
Due to the oversizing of these facilities, the consolidation of flow is not anticipated to 
result in erosional impacts.  Additionally, the drainage channel would be designed at a 
slope that is less than the current slope of incised drainage onsite.  Finally, conveyance of 
flow over the SBA would include appropriate energy dissipation to minimize erosion 
potential.   

 Project implementation would include modifications to flow conveyance facilities across 
the SBA at multiple locations along the SBA project corridor.  The majority of these 
improvements would be limited to the minor extension of existing facilities and would 
not affect flow patterns, volume, or rate of flow.  At some locations, drainage that is 
currently entering the canal would be rerouted to existing drainage infrastructure.  This 
incremental increase in flow is not anticipated to affect existing or proposed facilities 
from a conveyance or erosional standpoint.  All infrastructure would be designed for a 
100-year event, and typical flows at these minor drainage crossings are less than 20 cfs.  
Therefore, erosional impacts are not anticipated at these locations.  No additional 
mitigation measures or analysis is required. 

C-2 Comment acknowledged.  A Request for 401 Water Quality Certification is under 
development and will provide the level of detail requested by the commenter.  Proposed 
blowoff facilities would be located outside of the 10-year flow line at both Arroyo Seco 
and Arroyo Mocho.  No additional mitigation measures or analysis is required. 

C-3 Comment acknowledged.  The concrete apron referenced by the commenter provides 
access across Arroyo Mocho for maintenance of the SBA between Mines Road and 
Wente Road, a distance of approximately two miles.  This concrete apron has not been 
identified as a barrier to anadramous fish passage in either the Assessment of the 
Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout Population in the Alameda Creek 
Watershed, prepared for the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Workgroup (Applied 
Sciences, 2000), or the Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan (RMC, 2004), which 
identifies removal of nine barriers within the Upper Alameda Creek Watershed.  
Discussions with NOAA Fisheries at the SBA turnout on Arroyo Mocho as part of Zone 
7’s Arroyo Mocho Diversion Project did not identify this access apron as a barrier to fish 
passage.  Therefore, no additional analysis of this potential mitigation concept is required 
at this time.  DWR will continue to review appropriate mitigation measures with 
individual resource agencies as part of the permitting process. 
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D. RESPONSE TO:  CHRIS BAZAR, ALAMEDA COUNTY PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT, NOVEMBER 10, 2004 

D-1 Comment acknowledged.  This comment contains a summary of the project description 
for the SBA Improvement and Enlargement Project.  

D-2 This comment summarized more detailed comments presented in the letter (see 
subsequent responses). 

D-3 Comment acknowledged.  DEIR Section 3.4, Land Use, contains a discussion of the 
mitigation requirements imposed on Waste Management of Alameda County (WMAC) 
under Conditional Use Permit (CUP) C-5512 issued to WMAC by the Alameda County 
Board of Supervisors on March 6, 2000.  This Conditional Use Permit approved a landfill 
expansion project that was substantially reduced from the one included in WMAC’s 
original application, and includes the two separate mitigation requirements mentioned in 
this comment letter.  Conditions 16-27 require WMAC to set aside 750 acres of land for 
mitigation of biological resource impacts “in Sections 15, 16, 17, and 21, substantially as 
depicted in Exhibit 1.”  Condition 7 requires that “Buffer zones shall be retained on site 
around the perimeter of the landfill footprint substantially as indicated in Exhibit 1.”  
Alameda County has indicated that the referenced Exhibit 1 appears in Volume 2, 
Appendices of Conditional Use Permit C-5512, the Altamont Landfill and Resource 
Recovery Facility (ALRRF) – Class II Expansion EIR (SCH#92083047) (ESA, 1995; 
See Figure D-1), and is based upon the January 17, 1995 LSA Associates, Inc. ALRRF 
Biological Assessment, Figure 7, Mitigation Area (LSA Associates, 1995; See Figure D-
2).  Exhibit 1 delineates the perimeter of the landfill expansion as originally proposed by 
WMAC (reflecting a 750-acre expansion), rather than the perimeter of the 250-acre 
expansion as approved in the CUP.   

As discussed on DEIR pp. 3.4-19 through 3.4-20, the four sections referenced in C-5512 
Conditions 16-27 comprise approximately 2,560 acres of land.  With the existing landfill 
(230 acres) and approved landfill expansion area (250 acres), approximately 2,000 acres 
of land would remain available within these four sections to meet this mitigation 
requirement.  Figure D-3 depicts the perimeter of the existing landfill and approved 
expansion, which is reduced from the proposed expansion depicted in Exhibit 1 (ESA, 
2000).  As stated on DEIR p. 3.4-19, construction of Dyer Reservoir as proposed would 
result in the temporary disturbance of 45 acres of open space area, and the permanent loss 
of 27 acres associated with the reservoir structure.  The areas temporarily disturbed will 
be restored following construction, and the permanent loss of 27 acres is not anticipated 
to preclude or affect WMAC’s ability to meet its mitigation obligation as established 
under C-5512.  The perimeter of the approved landfill expansion is a substantial distance 
from both the western boundary of WMAC property and the proposed Dyer Reservoir 
site, and implementation of Dyer Reservoir would not affect the maintenance of a buffer 
area between the active landfill operations and WMAC property boundaries. 

It should be noted that as a State Agency, DWR may not be regulated by local agencies 
without legislative consent.  DWR is also not a party to the referenced Settlement 
Agreement.  As established in Mitigation Measure 3.4-2b, however, DWR shall work 
with WMAC to ensure real property acquisition for the proposed Dyer Reservoir does not 
preclude WMAC from meeting its mitigation obligation as identified in C-5512 and other 
regulatory permits.  This may include identification of appropriate lands to offset open 
space acreage permanently utilized by the Proposed Project.     
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Figure D-1
Mitigation Area and Buffer Zone

Altamont Landfill and Resource Recovery Facility
Original Alameda County Conditional Use Permit (C-5512)

SOURCE:  Alameda Co., CUP C-5512, 1996
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Figure D-2
Mitigation Area and Buffer Zone

Altamont Landfill and Resource Recovery Facility
(ALRRF) Biological Assessment

SOURCE:  LSA BA, 1995
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Figure D-3
Existing Altamont Landfill,

Approved Expansion (C-5512),
and Remaining Property

SOURCE:  Environmental Science Associates, 1999; 2004
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D-4 Comment acknowledged.  The commenter references Condition 16 of C-5512, Land 
Dedication for Habitat Preserve.  This condition is prefaced by “To the extent that off-site 
habitat mitigation is required…”  An agreement with the agencies referenced by the 
commenter does not appear necessary for WMAC to establish onsite mitigation, although 
as regulatory agencies, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish 
and Game would approve onsite mitigation.  DWR recognizes that WMAC has not yet 
established a mitigation area or conservation easement.  Please see Response D-3 
regarding WMAC’s ability to meet its mitigation obligation under C-5512. 

D-5 Comment acknowledged.  As stated in the DEIR (pp. 3.4-21 through 3.4-23), 
implementation of the Proposed Project would not preclude future use of the SBA project 
corridor for recreational use. 

D-6 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response D-3. 
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E. RESPONSE TO:  DALE MYERS, ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD 
CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT (ZONE 7), 
NOVEMBER 5, 2004 

E-1 Comment acknowledged.  DWR will coordinate with Zone 7 during design and 
construction of the SBA Improvement and Enlargement Project, particularly on issues 
that relate to Zone 7 design and construction activities for Altamont Water Treatment 
Plant and Zone 7 Altamont Pipeline. 

E-2 Comment acknowledged.  DWR will coordinate with Zone 7 during design and 
construction of Dyer Reservoir and improvements to Patterson Reservoir.  DWR 
acknowledges the need for close coordination on design issues for Zone 7 connections to 
the SBA, and on environmental activities of mutual interest, including mitigation issues 
and special studies. 

E-3 Comment acknowledged.  Commenter identified benefits of the project.  No response 
necessary. 
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F. RESPONSE TO:  WILLIAM LEPERE, ALAMEDA COUNTY 
PUBLIC WORKS, NOVEMBER 8, 2004 

F-1 Comment acknowledged.  DWR is exempt from planning regulations of local 
jurisdictions per Government Code Sections 53090 and 53091, and recognizes that it 
would be exempt from the County’s grading ordinance under Section 15.36.050 B.  Per 
County request, DWR will submit a letter regarding this exemption.   

F-2 Comment acknowledged.  DWR concurs with the statement that any permits issued under 
Section 13.12.140 of the Watercourse Protection Ordinance of Alameda County would be 
a “no fee” permit pursuant to Section 13.122.180 B.  However, it should be noted that 
DWR is exempt from planning regulations of local jurisdictions per Government Code 
Sections 53090 and 53091. 

F-3 Comment acknowledged.  As stated on DEIR pp. 3.8-9 and 3.8-11, DWR or its 
contractors will obtain the necessary road encroachment permits from Alameda County 
prior to construction and will comply with the applicable conditions of approval.  DWR 
will provide the County with the required information for each encroachment permit.   

F-4 Comment acknowledged.  Chapter 5 of the DEIR analyzed the cumulative impacts 
resulting from the SBA Improvement and Enlargement Project in combination with other 
projects, including the Zone 7 Water Treatment Plant at Dyer Road and the Zone 7 
Altamont Pipeline Project along Altamont Pass Road.  As stated in Measure 5.1, Zone 7 
and DWR shall coordinate construction activities along selected alignments to identify 
overlapping pipeline routes, project areas, and construction schedules.  To the extent 
feasible, construction activities shall be coordinated to consolidate the occurrence of 
short-term construction-related impacts. 

F-5 Comment acknowledged.  DWR recognizes the importance of construction coordination 
with both residents and other projects on Dyer Road.  DWR will include notification and 
coordination with these entities as appropriate regarding road closures and detours.   
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G. RESPONSE TO:  SUSAN FROST, CITY OF LIVERMORE 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT, NOVEMBER 9, 2004 

G-1 This comment summarized more detailed comments presented in the letter (see 
subsequent responses). 

G-2 The California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) 
oversees the construction of dams that are over 25 feet high and impound over 15 acre-
feet (4.9 million gallons) of water, or over 6 feet high and impound over 50 acre-feet 
(16.3 million gallons) of water.  The proposed Dyer Reservoir would retain greater than 
50 acre-feet and is therefore considered a DSOD jurisdictional facility.  Similarly, 
Patterson Reservoir is under DSOD jurisdiction, and proposed improvements would be 
analyzed with respect to DSOD requirements.   

California has the most stringent dam safety design and construction review standards in 
the United States.  The requirements for siting, engineering, construction, and monitoring 
of dams are continually improved as knowledge increases as to how and why dams fail.  
Damage to earthen dams in California is often associated with poor operation and 
maintenance of dam facilities, or with strong earthquake-induced ground shaking that 
affects older dams that have not been designed to modern standards.  The risk of dam 
failure is highest in older dams constructed to lower design standards that have not been 
upgraded for seismic safety, or when dams are poorly designed, constructed, operated, or 
maintained. 

Whether caused by a seismic event, flood event, unstable slope conditions, or damage 
from corrosive or expansive soils, the potential for the catastrophic failure of a properly 
designed and constructed DSOD jurisdictional dam facility is extremely remote.  The 
design and construction of large dams is required to adhere to stringent standards set by 
the DSOD; adherence to these design and construction standards greatly reduces the 
probability of dam failure, and therefore adequately protects public safety.  The DSOD 
requires that dams are constructed to withstand seismic ground shaking far greater than 
the maximum ground shaking expected at a particular dam site.  The DSOD is involved 
through the design and construction phases of the dam facility to ensure that the 
underlying geology, construction materials, and construction techniques comply with its 
strict standards.  Through compliance with DSOD requirements, the risk of upset, and 
subsequent effects of flooding, are reduced to less than significant.  No additional 
mitigation measures or analysis is required. 

Although the probability of dam failure is extremely remote, the California Office of 
Emergency Services requires the preparation of an inundation map and the development 
of a downstream evacuation plan for areas within the potential inundation area 
(California Water Code Section 6002, and California Government Code Section 8589.5).  
In order to conservatively assess the downstream flooding risks of dam failure, dam 
failure inundation maps are based on modeling the expected flooding caused by total 
collapse of the dam structure during a catastrophic event.  This model scenario assumes 
such failure would occur over a short period of time and drain nearly all water within the 
reservoir structure.  Such a collapse is considered highly improbable given that the 
DSOD requires that dams in California be designed to withstand structural collapse from 
underlying geology, construction, and seismic ground shaking.  DWR will prepare and 
submit inundation maps to OES as appropriate.  Due to the incremental increase in 
storage at Patterson Reservoir (5 acre-feet), substantial alteration of flow paths, water 
depth, arrival time, or inundation area for this existing facility is not anticipated. 
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G-3 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response G-2. 

G-4 Comment acknowledged.  In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 3.1-1 has 
been revised as follows: 

Measure 3.1-1:  DWR shall update their Earthquake Preparedness and Response 
Plan to prescribe actions to identify and remedy potential hazards related to 
earthquake-related equipment topple, employee injury, fire, and equipment failure 
for the new facilities.  The Plan shall include a detailed post-earthquake inspection 
procedure and schedule to identify conditions that compromise workers safety or 
could result in extensive service interruptions.  In updating the plan, DWR will 
solicit input from local regulatory agencies and with the Office of Emergency 
Services (OES).  The plan will include public safety measures identified by OES 
relating to earthquake preparedness. 

G-5 Comment acknowledged.  In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 3.3-5b has 
been revised as follows:  

Measure 3.3-5b:  Agency Consultation.  If vernal pool invertebrates are found 
within the SBA project corridor, formal or informal consultation with USFWS 
willwould be required. DWR shall provide compensation for the permanent loss of 
vernal pool habitat at a 3:1 ratio, or similar ratio approved by CDFG and USFWS 
through one, or a combination of, the following mechanisms: 

 Establishment of conservation easement on lands currently owned by DWR 
adjoining Bethany Reservoir. 

 Participation in an approved mitigation bank program; 

 Establishment of conservation easement or purchase of private lands to be set 
aside as managed vernal pool habitat. 

 Enhancement and revegetation along the SBA project corridor  

G-6 Comment acknowledged.  DWR will continue to pursue mitigation and will coordinate 
with other agencies as appropriate.  No alteration of Mitigation Measure 3.3-5b or 3.3-6c 
is required. 

G-7 In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 3.3-8a has been revised as follows: 

Measure 3.3-8a:  Protection to nesting and breeding birds and raptors.  The 
following mitigation measures will be implemented to address potential impacts to 
nesting and breeding birds and raptors in the vicinity of the construction sites: 

 To the extent feasible, construction activities shall avoid the nesting season 
between March 15 and August 15.  If construction must occur during this 
period, all sites shall be surveyed prior to construction by a qualified 
biologist to verify the presence or absence of nesting birds or raptors.  If the 
survey indicates the potential presence of nesting birds or raptors, the results 
would be coordinated with CDFG and suitable avoidance measures would be 
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developed and implemented.  Construction shall observe the CDFG 
avoidance guidelines which require a minimum 500-foot buffer zone 
surrounding active raptor nests and a 250-foot buffer zone surrounding nests 
of other birds.  Buffer zones shall remain until young have fledged.  

G-8 Comment acknowledged.  In response to this comment, the first paragraph on DEIR 
p. 3.4-1 has been revised as follows:   

The South Bay Aqueduct (SBA) project corridor extends along the existing SBA 
facilities between Bethany Reservoir in Eastern Alameda County to the vicinity of 
Arroyo Mocho in the Livermore Valley.  Existing and proposed facilities are 
located within unincorporated areas of Alameda County and are under the 
jurisdiction of the East County Area Plan (ECAP) element of the Alameda County 
General Plan.  Starting in the vicinity of the intersection of Vasco Road and 
Northfront Road and Altamont Pass Road, the SBA Corridor is located within the 
City of Livermore’s Planning Area as identified in the Draft 2003 Livermore 
General Plan. Additionally, Livermore Canal, Patterson Reservoir, and Alameda 
Canal are located within the City of Livermore’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) as 
identified in the City of Livermore General Plan 2003-2025, and the South 
Livermore Valley Specific Plan.  All facilities are generally located within open 
space or agricultural areas east of the City of Livermore. 

G-9 Comment acknowledged.  Table 3.4-1 of the DEIR identifies land use designations as 
designated by the East County Area Plan and/or the City of Livermore 2003-2025 
General Plan. 

G-10 Comment acknowledged.  In response to this comment, the text on DEIR pp. 3.4-4 and 
3.4-6 has been revised as follows: 

Livermore Canal 
The Livermore Canal extends south from the southern end of the Altamont Pipeline 
near I-580 to Patterson Reservoir.  The canal runs parallel to Greenville Road east 
of the City of Livermore.  Surrounding land uses consist of open space and some 
light industrial development along Greenville Road, approximately 2,000 feet west 
of the canal.  Two residences are located within 500 feet of the canal (see Figure 
A-3, Appendix A).  The land on either side of the canal area is designated as Open 
Space-Large Parcel Agriculture by the ECAP.  The canal itself is designated Water 
Management by the ECAP.  This area is also within the Livermore SOI and the 
Livermore General Plan identifies the land on either side of the canal area as Large 
Parcel Agriculture (LPA).Agriculture/Open Space and Public Use.  The canal itself is 
identified as Open Space/Water Management Lands (WML). 

Patterson Reservoir 
The Patterson Reservoir is an existing reservoir facility that serves the Zone 7 
Patterson Pass Water Treatment Plant (WTP), and demarks the end point of the 
Livermore Canal.  The reservoir is located approximately 1,500 feet north of 
Patterson Pass Road, and approximately 50 feet north of the Zone 7 Patterson Pass 
WTP fenceline (see Figure A-3, Appendix A).  The area surrounding the canal is 
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designated as Open Space-Large Parcel Agriculture by the ECAP.  The reservoir 
itself is designated Water Management by the ECAP.  The reservoir site is 
designated in the Livermore General Plan as Open Space/Water Management 
Lands (WML) Public Use, and the surrounding landarea is identified as Large 
Parcel Agriculture (LPA).Agriculture/ Open Space. 

Alameda Canal 
The Alameda Canal extends from Patterson Reservoir approximately 6 miles east 
and south of the City of Livermore to Check 6, located approximately 1 mile west 
of Arroyo Mocho.  General land uses along this segment include vineyards, 
individual ranchettes, cattle grazing, and other agricultural uses.  Approximately 
ten residences are located within 500 feet of the canal.  The Sandia/Lawrence 
Livermore Laboratories are located northwest of the canal near its intersection with 
Greenville Road (see Figure A-4, Appendix A).  The land on either side of the 
canal area is designated as Open Space-Large Parcel Agriculture by the ECAP.  
The canal itself is designated Water Management by the ECAP. The Livermore 
General Plan identifies the canal itself as Open Space/Water Management Lands 
(WML)Public Use, the area east and west of the canal as Large Parcel Agriculture 
(LPA).Agriculture/Open Space, and the area west of the canal as Vacant Industrial 
and Underdeveloped Industrial land use.   

G-11 Comment acknowledged.  In response to this comment, the following third paragraph has 
been added to DEIR p. 3.4-6, under Existing Recreational Uses: 

City of Livermore General Plan and Bikeways and Trails Master Plan also propose 
a trail system, consistent with LARPD and EBRPD Plans, including links to 
regional facilities such as the proposed Iron Horse Trail and the Brushy Peak to Del 
Valle Aqueduct Trail. 

 In response to this comment, Table 3.4-3 has been revised to include additional trails 
proposed under the City of Livermore Bikeways and Trails Master Plan (Wilbur Smith 
Associates and 2M Associates, 2002) and the LARPD Master Plan (LARPD, 1995) as 
shown on the following page. 

G-12 Comment acknowledged.  Table 3.4-3 on p. 3.4-10 of the DEIR, and as revised per 
Response G-11, identifies proposed recreational facilities within proximity of the SBA 
project corridor.  In response to this comment, Figure 3.4-2a has been incorporated into 
the EIR to show proposed recreational facilities within the vicinity of the SBA project 
corridor. 
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TABLE 3.4-3 
PROPOSED RECREATIONAL FACILITIES LOCATED WITHIN PROXIMITY OF SBA PROJECT CORRIDOR 

  

Project Component 
Proposed Recreational 
Facility in Vicinity 

Distance from SBA Project 
Component Recreational Facility Status 

Planning  
Jurisdiction 

  
 

Brushy Creek Pipeline Brushy Peak to Bethany 
Reservoir Regional Trail 

Identified as along SBA Identified as “Proposed 
Trail” in EBRPD Master Plan 

Alameda 
County 

Dyer Canal Brushy Peak to Del Valle 
Regional Trail 

Identified as along SBA Identified as “Proposed 
Trail” in EBRPD Master 

Plan, LARPD Master Plan 
and City of Livermore 

Bikeways and Trails Master 
Plan 

Alameda 
County 

Alameda Canal Tesla Road Trail Terminates at Alameda Canal Identified as “Proposed Trail 
in EBRPD Master Plan, 
LARPD Master Plan and 

City of Livermore Bikeways 
and Trails Master Plan 

Alameda 
County 

Alameda Canal Patterson Pass Road Trail Terminates at Alameda Canal Identified as “Proposed Trail 
in EBRPD Master Plan, 
LARPD Master Plan and 

City of Livermore Bikeways 
and Trails Master Plan 

Alameda 
County 

Livermore Canal Iron Horse Trail  
San Joaquin County to 
Shadow Cliffs 

Identified as along SBA Identified as “Proposed 
Trail” in EBRPD Master 

Plan, LARPD Master Plan 
and City of Livermore 

Bikeways and Trails Master 
Plan 

Alameda 
County 
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PROPOSED RECREATIONAL FACILITIES LOCATED WITHIN PROXIMITY OF SBA PROJECT CORRIDOR 

  

Project Component 
Proposed Recreational 
Facility in Vicinity 

Distance from SBA Project 
Component Recreational Facility Status 

Planning  
Jurisdiction 
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Livermore Canal Iron Horse Trail 
Shadow Cliffs to Alameda 
County 

Identified as along SBA Identified as “Proposed 
Trail” in EBRPD Master Plan 

Alameda 
County 

Alameda Canal Del Valle Dam Extension Identified as along SBA Identified as “Proposed 
Trail” in EBRPD Master Plan 

Alameda 
County 

Alameda Canal Ohlone Wilderness Trail Identified as along SBA Identified as “Proposed 
Trail” in EBRPD Master Plan 

Alameda 
County 

Alameda Canal Shadow Cliffs to Del Valle Identified as along SBA Identified as “Proposed 
Trail” in EBRPD Master Plan 

Alameda 
County 

Alameda Canal Pleasanton Ridge to Shadow 
Cliffs Trail 

Identified as along SBA Identified as “Proposed 
Trail” in EBRPD Master Plan 

Alameda 
County 

______________________________ 
 
SOURCE:  EBRPD, 1997.  Compiled by Environmental Science Associates. 
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G-13 Comment acknowledged.  The text supporting Impact 3.4-2 (DEIR pp. 3.4-18 through 
3.4-21) discusses the long-term impacts of proposed facilities on existing and planned 
land uses along the SBA Corridor.  In response to this comment, the text of Impact 3.4-2 
has been revised as follows: 

Impact 3.4-2:  Project construction could result in long-term effects to existing 
and planned land uses in the vicinity of proposed facilities.  Less than 
Significant with Mitigation. 

G-14 Comment acknowledged.  No facilities are being proposed outside of DWR right-of-way 
within the City of Livermore Planning Area.  The City of Livermore General Plan has 
designated Patterson Reservoir and Alameda, Dyer, and Livermore Canals as Open 
Space/Water Management Lands.  DWR is exempt from planning regulations of local 
jurisdictions per Government Code Sections 53090 and 53091.  Therefore, DWR is not 
bound by City of Livermore General Plan land use designations.  However, the Proposed 
Project will not implement any activities or propose any facilities within the City of 
Livermore that are inconsistent with the Open Space/Water Management Lands land use 
designation.  Regarding future development, with the exception of future potential 
recreational trail uses, there are no planned projects within DWR right-of-way.  As noted 
in DEIR Therefore, implementation of canal improvements, canal overcrossings, canal 
check structures and siphons, and Patterson Reservoir would not result in impacts to 
existing or planned land uses. 

G-15 Comment acknowledged.  The text supporting Impact 3.4-3 (DEIR pp. 3.4-21 through 
3.4-23) discusses the short-term and long-term effects of the Proposed Project on the 
proposed recreational facilities identified in Table 3.4-3, including the Brushy Peak to 
Del Valle Regional Trail.  In response to this comment, text of Impact 3.4-3 has been 
revised as follows: 

Impact 3.4-3:  Project construction could result in short-term and long-term 
disturbance of recreational facility uses.  Less than Significant with 
Mitigation. 

As discussed in the DEIR (pp. 3.4-21 through 3.4-23), implementation of the SBA 
Improvement and Enlargement project would not preclude recreational use.  In response 
to this comment, the first paragraph under Impact 3.4-3 on p. 3.4-21, which presents a 
summary of the facility specific presented, has been revised as follows: 

Regional and local facilities located in the direct vicinity of proposed recreational 
facilities are summarized in Table 3.4-2 and Table 3.4-3.  Other than the location of 
the SBPP within the Bethany Reservoir State Recreation Area, proposed facilities 
do not intersect any current recreational facilities.  Table 3.4-3 includes facilities 
that have been identified by the East Bay Regional Park District 1997 Master Plan 
and the Livermore Area Recreation and Park District 1992 Regional Trail Plan, 
and do not have firm implementation dates.  These facilities are not currently in 
recreational use and may or may not be open for public use by the time project 
construction is underway.  Implementation of the Proposed Project would not 
preclude development of the proposed recreational facilities identified in Table 3.4-
3. 
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Regarding informal access to Brushy Peak Preserve via Dyer Road, formal access to this 
recreational facility is provided via Laughlin Road.  This use will be treated consistent 
with all traffic access issues along Dyer Road.  No siphon installation is proposed along 
Dyer Road; therefore, lane closure is not anticipated.  No revisions of the impact analysis 
or mitigation measures is required.   

G-16 Comment acknowledged.  The DEIR (pp. 5-14, 5-15, 5-27, 5-28) discusses the short-term 
and long-term cumulative impacts to land use.  In response to this comment, the first 
paragraph on DEIR p. 5-10 has been revised as follows, which does not affect the 
analysis in the DEIR: 

… City of Livermore Summary of Major Projects (City of Livermore, 2004a); City 
of Livermore Capital Improvement Plan (City of Livermore, 2004b); EBRPD 
Master Plan Proposed Trails (EBRPD, 1997).  Projects identified from these lists 
that could contribute to cumulative impacts within the vicinity of the South Bay 
Aqueduct are provided in Table 5-2, and include the following project types: 
roadway improvements; individual residential, commercial, and industrial 
development projects approved under the Livermore General Plan; and wind farm 
and other industrial uses consistent with land use and zoning ordinances of the East 
County Area Plan; and proposed recreational trails.  The timing and 
implementation of these projects is uncertain at this time.  However, for certain 
issue areas such as air quality, traffic, and water resources, these projects would 
have the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts in the event they are 
implemented during the construction timeframe of the SBA Improvement and 
Enlargement Project, or the other identified projects within the Altamont Pass area. 

In response to this comment, Table 5-2 on p. 5-12 has been revised as shown on the 
following page, which does not affect the analysis in the DEIR. 
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TABLE 5-2 (Continued)) 
PLANNED AND APPROVED PROJECTS IN THE PROJECT AREA AND VICINITY 

  
 
City of Livermore (cont’d) Proposed Recreational Facilities 
Warehouse and Office – North Canyons Pkwy Brushy Peak to Bethany Reservoir Regional Trail 
North Canyons Parkway Construction Brushy Peak to Del Valle Regional Trail 
North Livermore Ave Underpass Renovation Iron Horse Trail San Joaquin County to Shadow  
North Livermore Ave Widening Cliffs 
North Vasco Road Undergrounding Iron Horse Trail Shadow Cliffs to Alameda  
Northfront Road Widening County 
Office and Retail – Greenville Road/I-580 Del Valle Dam Extension 
Olivina Avenue Widening Ohlone Wilderness Trail 
P St. Underpass Renovation Shadow Cliffs to Del Valle 
Portola Ave Reconstruction Pleasanton Ridge to Shadow Cliffs Trail 
Portola Ave Undergrounding Tesla Road Trail 
Scenic Ave Roadway Extension Patterson Pass Road Trail 
South L St Undergrounding – Fourth St-College 

Ave 
 

South Livermore Ave Undergrounding  
South Vasco Road Overpass Widening  
Stanley Blvd Widening  
State Route 84 Relinquishment and Transfer Project  
Stream Channel Master Plans – Citywide  
Two Industrial Buildings – Kittyhawk Road  
Vallecitos Road and Holmes Street Bridge 

Widening 
 

Vallecitos Road and Vineyard Avenue Realignment  
Vasco Road Widening  
Water Reclamation Plant – Phase VI Expansion 
 

 

Other  
Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan  
  
________________________ 
 
SOURCES: Compiled by Environmental Science Associates:  Caltrans, 2004a; Caltrans, 2004b; Alameda County 

Public Works, 2003; Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, 2004; Alameda County 
Transportation Improvement Authority, 2004; Contra Costa County Community Development 
Department, 2004; Contra Costa County Public Works, 2001; City of Livermore Community 
Development Department, 2004a; and City of Livermore Public Works Department, 2004b; East Bay 
Regional Park Master Plan, 1997; and City of Livermore Bikeways and Trails Master Plan, 2002. 
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H. RESPONSE TO:  DAVID K. BEHRENS, DUBLIN SAN RAMON 
SERVICES DISTRICT, NOVEMBER 9, 2004 

H-1 Comment acknowledged.  The actual text of the project objective cited by the commenter 
is provided below: 

Provide Water Quality Benefits:  Project implementation would provide additional 
conveyance capacity, allowing Zone 7 to import and recharge water with lower 
total dissolved solids during spring months.  This is a key objective for Zone 7’s 
groundwater management.  Additionally, control of drainage currently entering the 
SBA canals and Bethany Forebay Inlet Channel would reduce sediment loads. 

DWR is proposing facilities to meet Zone 7’s 130 cfs conveyance capacity request.  
Proposed facilities would deliver untreated water from the State Water Project to turnouts 
for Zone 7 Water Agency.  This provides the conveyance capacity for Zone 7 to meet its 
projected demand needs, including operational demands for water quality.  Provision of 
additional capacity will provide Zone 7 the ability to import water supplies during 
periods of higher water quality.  The commenter is referred directly to Zone 7 Water 
Agency for comments regarding Zone 7 operations, delivered water quality, and 
financing, including: the equalization of water quality within different Zone 7 retailer 
zones; financing of proposed improvements, and the long-term economics of the Tri-
Valley area; and interrelation of projects proposed solely by Zone 7, including the 
Altamont Water Treatment Plant, Altamont Pipeline, the Water Quality Management 
Plan, and Well Master Plan, and their cumulative effect on delivered water quality. 

H-2 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response H-1. 

H-3 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response H-1. 

H-4 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response H-1.   

H-5 Comment acknowledged.  An overview figure is not typically provided in the Summary.  
Please refer to Figure 2-1 in Section 2.0, Project Description, for an overview of 
facilities.  No alterations to the text are required.  

H-6 Comment acknowledged.  As stated in the DEIR (pp. 6-6 through 6-7), under the 
Improvements Project Only Alternative, DWR would implement the Improvements 
component of the Proposed Project to bring the existing capacity of the water conveyance 
system up to the SBA design capacity of 300 cfs.  These improvements would be limited 
to improvements at the South Bay Pumping Plant to install a spare (45 cfs) pumping unit 
and connect it to the Stage 2 mainfold, improvements to the Stage 2 surge tank, and 
raising the lining of the Dyer Canal, Livermore Canal, Patterson Reservoir and Alameda 
Canal approximately 1.0 foot.  No improvements to check structures, siphons or drainage 
overchutes would be implemented.   

The Improvements component of the project could be implemented as a stand-alone 
project, and would avoid the majority of the impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project.  However, this alternative would not meet several of the stated objectives such as 
providing the increased conveyance capacity (130 cfs) requested by Zone 7 to meet 
demands within its service area and providing off-peak power efficiency.   
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H-7 Comment acknowledged.  These alternatives were reviewed as potential locational and 
sizing alternatives as to their ability to reduce impacts and substantially meet the stated 
project objectives.  These alternatives were not considered environmentally superior 
because they would result in similar levels of environmental impact as the Proposed 
Project, and, additionally would not meet one or more of the stated project objectives. 

H-8 Comment acknowledged.  Construction activities would be limited to areas between the 
SBPP and Check 7, within the Zone 7 service area.  Service downstream of this point 
would be maintained with supplies from Del Valle Reservoir, which would not be 
affected by construction activities.  Similar to maintenance activities for the SBA 
implemented in 2001-2003, DWR would schedule construction outages during low 
demand periods to avoid service interruptions, and delivery outages downstream of 
Check 7 are not anticipated.  No service disruptions within the Zone 7 service area are 
anticipated.  In response to this comment, the text on DEIR p. 2-31 (Chapter 2, Project 
Description) has been revised as follows: 

2.6.1  CONSTRUCTION SCENARIO 

Construction activities for all components would require initial clearing and 
grading at each site to accommodate excavation and staging activities.  The 
excavation and construction zone for each component would differ depending on 
the location and type of activity.  Construction of the proposed facilities would 
require disturbance of primarily undeveloped land (i.e., grazing land) that is located 
immediately adjacent to existing facilities, or would be contained with in DWR 
right of way.  All disturbed areas would be restored to pre-construction conditions.  
Implementation of facilities will be scheduled, designed and phased to provide 
continual levels of delivery.  No outages to SBA Contractors are anticipated. 

H-9 Comment acknowledged.  The SBA is included within DWR Delta Field Division’s 
Earthquake Response Plan, which includes operational and inspection criteria to be 
implemented in the event of an earthquake.  This Plan is on file at Delta Field Division, 
and available for review by appropriate entities, including Zone 7 Retailer Agencies.  
Measure 3.1-1 addresses the change from existing conditions as it relates to DWR’s 
Response Plan; specifically, that new facilities would be constructed as part of the SBA 
system, and that these facilities would need to be included in operational shutdown and 
inspections following a seismic event.  Any additional analysis of DWR’s Response Plan 
is beyond the scope of this EIR.  No additional analysis is required.  DWR is 
implementing a Reliability Study of the SBA system, and invites DSRSD representatives 
to participate in this process, as appropriate. 

H-10 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response H.8.  No service interruptions within 
the Zone 7 service area are anticipated. 

H-11 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response H.8.  No service interruptions within 
the Zone 7 service area are anticipated. 

H-12 Comment acknowledged.  The commenter is referred to DEIR p. 6-1, which describes 
CEQA requirements for alternatives analysis.  In general, there are two types of 
alternatives that may be reviewed in an EIR:  (1) alternatives to the project that are other 
projects entirely, or other approaches to achieving the project objectives rather than the 
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project or modified project; and (2) alternatives of the project that include modified 
project components, such as alternative project sites or processes and/or modified 
facilities, layout, size, and scale.  The alternatives analysis phase of the project evaluated 
both types of alternatives in order to develop a reasonable range of alternatives for 
evaluation in the DEIR.  The analysis presents a broad range of alternatives that have 
been examined in detail by Zone 7 and DWR.  Each of these alternatives have the ability 
to meet most of the project objectives to a certain degree.  As demonstrated by the DEIR 
analysis, these alternatives vary in their performance relative to the stated project 
objectives, their level of environmental impact, and their implementation feasibility.  As 
noted in the DEIR, these alternatives would not substantially avoid or minimize 
environmental impacts identified for the proposed project, and they would not meet the 
stated project objectives to the same degree as the Proposed Project.  As such, these 
alternatives are not considered environmentally superior.  No additional review of 
alternatives is required. 

H-13 Comment acknowledged.  The Improvements component of the project could be 
implemented as a stand-alone project, and would avoid the majority of the impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project.  It represents an alternative that would rectify 
operational issues currently associated with delivery capacity of the SBA.  However, this 
alternative would not meet the increased conveyance capacity requested by Zone 7.  
While not meeting this project objective, the Improvements Only Alternative does 
warrant analysis within the context of DWR’s contractual obligation to meet the design 
capacity of the SBA. 

H-14 Comment acknowledged.  The alternative selected for implementation is the SBA 
Enlargement. 

H-15 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response H-12. 



lc
Comment Letter I

lc

lc

lc
I-2

lc
I-1



lc
Comment Letter I

lc

lc

lc

lc

lc

lc

lc
I-2

lc
I-3

lc
I-4

lc
I-5

lc
I-6

lc
I-7



lc
Comment Letter I

lc

lc

lc
I-8

lc
I-9



2.  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 

 

DWR SBA Improvement and Enlargement Project 2.I-1 ESA / 202456 
Final EIR 

I. RESPONSE TO:  ROBERT B. DOYLE, EAST BAY REGIONAL 
PARK DISTRICT, NOVEMBER 12, 2004 

I-1 Comment acknowledged.  DWR recognizes East Bay Regional Park District’s (EBRPD) 
role in creating recreational opportunities in the Livermore and Tri-Valley area.  It should 
be noted that the Davis-Dolwig Act (Water Code sections 11900-11925) establishes the 
policy that recreation and the enhancement of fish and wildlife are to be provided by 
appropriations from the General Fund, as opposed to funded by State Water Contractors 
through the issuance of General Obligation Bonds.   

I-2 Comment acknowledged.  DWR will be acquiring 35 feet of pipeline easement between 
the South Bay Pumping Plant and the Dyer Canal backsurge pool to include the new 
Stage 3 Brushy Creek Pipeline.  This easement would be consistent with the current 
pipeline easement over private properties, and would be limited to access and 
maintenance of DWR facilities only.  No private property acquisition is proposed along 
the Stage 3 Brushy Creek Pipeline.  Acquisition of easement for other purposes, such as 
establishment of recreational access, is not currently proposed as part of the SBA 
Improvement and Enlargement Project.  It should be noted that construction of the 
Stage 3 Brushy Creek Pipeline would not preclude EBRPD or other agencies from 
developing the “Brushy Peak to Bethany Reservoir Regional Trail” along this alignment, 
and that the California Department of Parks and Recreation is authorized to design, 
construct, operate and maintain the recreation facilities at the SWP facilities, except 
boating facilities, which are the responsibility of the California Department of Boating 
and Waterways subject to DWR’s approval.   

I-3 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response I-2.  The commenter raises some of 
the issues associated with recreational trail establishment and maintenance.  These 
include pubic safety, maintenance, police and fire patrols, etc, which are raised within the 
context of future negotiations between DWR and recreational agencies.  Additionally, the 
commenter discusses improvement of a future recreational trail alignment following 
topographic contours to minimize erosion and improve trail user experience.  These types 
of design criteria, while appropriate for a recreational trail, are not applicable to the 
design of a water conveyance pipeline.  This demonstrates the varying issues related to 
these two types of projects.   

It should be noted that additional issues beyond those identified by the commenter are 
associated with the construction, operation, and maintenance of recreational trail systems.  
These include security at DWR facilities within the context of the level of public access 
provided by recreational trails.  Additionally, the acquisition of additional easement 
rights from private property owners to provide for recreational access along the pipeline 
route, or along alternative routes that more closely follow natural topography, and the 
funding of this easement acquisition, would need to be addressed.  As such, this type of 
recreational project would need to be developed and analyzed separately by recreational 
agencies.   

I-4 Comment acknowledged.  DWR looks forward to reviewing appropriately funded 
proposals to explore recreational opportunities along the SBA.   

I-5 Comment acknowledged.  In addition to Mitigation Measure 3.3-3a which requires 
surveys, closure of dens and other measures to prevent impacts to San Joaquin kit foxes, 
please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.3-3b, which establishes mitigation ratios for 
providing compensatory mitigation in the event of temporary and/or permanent losses of 
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kit fox habitat.  On the basis of these measures, the DEIR concludes that impacts would 
be reduced to a less than significant level. 

I-6 Comment acknowledged.  Mitigation Measure 3.3-3b specifies that compensatory 
mitigation for impacts to kit fox may be provided through one, or a combination of, the 
following mechanisms: 

 Establishment of conservation easement on lands currently owned by DWR 
adjoining Bethany Reservoir. 

 Participation in an approved mitigation bank program; 

 Establishment of conservation easement or purchase of private lands to be set aside 
as managed kit fox habitat. 

Similar mitigation measures have been established for impacts to California red-legged 
frog, California tiger salamander, and burrowing owl.  Impacts to pond turtles will be 
mitigated through implementation of Measure 3.3-7a.  

DWR proposes to implement the most cost effective mitigation acceptable to regulatory 
agencies.  DWR is available to discuss partnering opportunities to provide funding for 
private property acquisitions that could include public access. 

I-7 Comment acknowledged.  Figure 3.4-2 utilized the best available information from 
EBRPD at the time of publication.  In response to this comment, Figure 3.4-2 has been 
revised to show Vasco Caves Regional Preserve.  Impact 3.4-3 identifies the nearest 
recreational facilities or lands as approximately 2,000 feet from the SBA corridor and 
indicates that these properties would not be directly affected by construction activities.  
Although Brushy Peak preserve holdings may include lands that are closer to the SBA 
corridor, as identified by the commenter, these lands are still approximately 1,000 feet 
from the anticipated construction corridor, and would not be directly affected by 
construction activities or long-term operations.  As such, this information does not 
change the impact analysis or conclusions of the DEIR. 

I-8 Lands surrounding Bethany Reservoir and the reservoir itself (totaling 608 acres) are 
owned in fee title by the Department of Water Resources.  The reservoir and existing 
facilities, and approximately 388 acres of surrounding land under DWR ownership are a 
designated State Recreational Area (SRA), and DWR has a lease agreement with the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR) for recreational rights on this 
land.  The right to develop recreational facilities on these parcels was transferred to DPR 
from DWR in Agreement No. R-50201, dated May 18, 1977.  As part of this agreement, 
“Operational Zones” comprising approximately 62 acres were established around the 4 
dams along the eastern side of Bethany Reservoir, and are excluded from recreational 
use.   

To date CDPR has not utilized this right to develop recreational facilities on lands around 
Bethany except on portions of land immediately adjacent to the reservoir.  CDPR has 
developed limited recreational facilities along the northeastern shore of Bethany 
Reservoir, including two parking areas equipped with picnic cabanas, portable toilets, a 
boat launch ramp, and wheelchair accessible ramps for fisherman.  Additionally, the 
California Aqueduct Recreational Trail begins at the access road to the reservoir, and 
extends along the eastern shoreline of the reservoir.  No other recreational facilities are 
located within the 388 acres of land surrounding the reservoir, and these remaining lands  
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are currently leased for grazing purposes.  Planning documents for Bethany Reservoir 
were prepared in the early 1970’s and identified additional recreational facilities (CDPR, 
1973).  These facilities have not been developed, and CDPR currently does not have 
plans to implement identified facilities, or to update facility planning (Gould, 2004).  
Although EBRPD operates other State Recreational Areas through agreement with 
CDPR, no current agreement exists at Bethany Reservoir. 

In meetings with DWR, CDPR has recognized the ownership rights of DWR, and views 
improvements or increased biological resource management on lands surrounding the 
reservoir as a potential recreational benefit.  CDPR requested that conservation easements 
not directly exclude passive recreational uses.  While CDPR recognizes the need to limit 
access within biologically sensitive areas, staff requested that conservation easements not 
explicitly restrict all recreational use of the conservation area.  Rather, establishment of 
conservation easements that do not conflict with areas immediately surrounding the 
reservoir, and that provide opportunity for limited passive recreation, such as docent-led 
tours, would provide for multiple uses that are consistent with biological goals of the 
conservation easement.   

The DEIR (pp. 3.4-24 through 3.4-25) discusses the secondary effects to recreational uses 
in the event that a conservation easement is established at Bethany Reservoir for 
biological resource mitigation.  Establishment of the easement would not preclude 
recreation use.  Consistent with CDPR requests, it is anticipated that the conservation 
easement could be established to allow recreational opportunities for passive daytime 
recreational uses, such as recreational trail access or guided tours, consistent with the 
conservation easement objectives.  In light of the lack of planned or funded recreational 
facilities within the SRA, the availability of acreage beyond that anticipated to meet 
conservation easement needs, and the ability to allow for passive recreational activities 
within conservation easements, this potential secondary impact is considered less than 
significant. 

I-9 Comment acknowledged.  Section 3.11 of the DEIR analyzed the visual impacts resulting 
from the SBA Improvement and Enlargement Project on the existing and constructed 
views.  Potential cumulative impacts to visual resources were analyzed in Chapter 5, 
including discussion of proposed facilities along Dyer Road.  This analysis concluded 
that although the Proposed Project would contribute to alteration of long-range views, 
this alteration is not significant due to distance, intervening topography and revegetation 
of facility embankments.  As such, its contribution to cumulative visual impacts is less 
than significant.  Visual rendering of additional projects within the Brushy Peak 
viewshed is not required.   
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J. RESPONSE TO:  TIMOTHY J. BARRY, LIVERMORE AREA 
RECREATION & PARK DISTRICT, NOVEMBER 9, 2004 

J-1 Comment acknowledged.  The DEIR (pp. 3.4-21 through 3.4-23) discusses the long-term 
effects of the SBA Improvement and Enlargement Project on all proposed recreational 
facilities identified in Table 3.4-3, including the Brushy Peak to Del Valle Regional Trail.  
As stated in the DEIR (pp. 3.4-21 through 3.4-23), implementation of the Proposed 
Project would not preclude future use of the SBA project corridor from recreational use. 

J-2 Comment acknowledged.  As stated on DEIR p. 3.4-23, the proposed improvements 
along the Dyer, Livermore, and Alameda canals and the Patterson Reservoir would be 
limited to DWR right-of-way and would not affect existing or future recreational uses or 
preclude the future use of the alignment as a recreational corridor.  Please refer to 
Response G-14. 

J-3 Comment acknowledged.  DWR is not bound by the goals and policies established by 
LARPD.  No additional analysis is required. 

J-4 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response I-6.  

To the degree feasible, and within the context of regulatory permits, the mitigation 
measures described by the commenter would be implemented on local lands.  No 
modification of the measure is necessary.   

J-5 Table 3.4-3 includes proposed recreational facilities along the project corridor, including 
the Brushy Peak to Del Valle Trail & Iron horse Trail.  Please refer to Response G-11. 

J-6 Comment acknowledged.  DWR is not bound by the goals and policies established by 
LARPD.  No additional analysis is required. 

J-7 Proposed recreational facilities are included in the DEIR analysis (see Table 3.4-3).  
Please refer to Response G-16 for a discussion of cumulative environmental impact 
analysis.   

J-8 Please refer to Response G-13. 

J-9 Please refer to Response G-14. 

J-10 Please refer to Response G-14. 

J-11 Please refer to Response G-15. 

J-12 Please refer to Response G-15. 

J-13 The Traffic Control Plan for the project will be developed in accordance with Alameda 
County encroachment permit requirements.  These requirements include noticing of local 
agencies and nearby residents and businesses.  Additionally, the Traffic Control Plan will 
include measures to maintain access in areas adjacent to the project area. 

J-14 Comment acknowledged.  DWR is not bound by the goals and policies established by 
LARPD.  No additional analysis is required. 
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J-15 Comment acknowledged.  DWR will provide appropriate noticing regarding construction 
schedule and duration.  Nighttime construction is not proposed; therefore, noticing in 
anticipation of these activities is not appropriate.  Rather, as noted in Section 3.7, Noise 
and Vibration, it is anticipated that site finish work may require construction to extend 
beyond daylight hours.  In the event that construction scheduling requires extended 
nighttime work, to the extent possible, appropriate notice would be given to affected 
residences and agencies.   

J-16 Comment acknowledged.  Mitigation measure 3.11-1b refers to the design elements in 
relation to building design for the South Bay Pumping Plant.  The South Bay Pumping 
Plant would be designed to be consistent with existing facilities, including use of 
earth-tone paint and non-reflective surfaces.  As stated on DEIR p.3.11-9, the Stage 3 
Surge Tank would be similar in design and visual appearance as both the Stage 1 and 
Stage 2 tanks. 

J-17 Please refer to Response G-16.  
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K. RESPONSE TO:  WILLIAM L. DAMON, ALTAMONT WINDS, INC., 
OCTOBER 26, 2004 

K-1 Comment acknowledged.  DWR will coordinate construction activities with wind farm 
operators, land owners, and other entities that use the properties impacted by the 
Proposed Project, to minimize disruptions to the business activities that are carried out on 
such properties. 

 DWR will continue to maintain security of their facilities during construction activities.  
During construction, all access gates will be closed and locked outside the normal work 
hours.  The presence of DWR staff will be increased significantly during normal work 
hours due to the construction activities.  A DWR inspector will be on-site full-time at the 
South Bay Pumping Plant and at the Dyer Reservoir whenever significant construction 
activities occur.  Work along the pipeline alignment would also be monitored by a DWR 
inspector.  DWR operations staff would also have a higher than normal presence in this 
area due to construction activities. 

K-2 Comment acknowledged.  DWR will be removing one wind turbine (Windmill #1261, 
near Station 56+80) from operation during construction of the Stage 3 Brushy Creek 
Pipeline (see Figure K-1).   

K-3 Comment acknowledged.  DWR will take appropriate measures to avoid accidental utility 
disruptions and will coordinate temporary disruptions with utility companies.  
Compensation for any accidental or planned temporary losses of service will be 
negotiated with utility companies.  DWR has commenced discussions and negotiations 
with utility companies regarding monetary compensation for disruptions. 

K-4 Comment acknowledged.  The Proposed Project will only displace one wind turbine, 
which is the same wind turbine that will be permanently removed.  In response to this 
comment, the second paragraph on DEIR p.3.4-19 has been revised as follows:  

Stage 3 Brushy Creek Pipeline implementation and easement acquisition would 
require the removal of two one power-generating wind turbine located along the 
pipeline route.  DWR would negotiate with the wind turbine owner to provide 
appropriate compensation for the removal of these two this one tower.  As the 
Altamont Foothill area is extensively developed with wind turbine towers, the 
removal of two one tower would not affect wind power generation.  DWR 
compensation for removal, as established in Measure 3.4-2a, would be consistent 
with ECAP Policy 174, which requires mitigation for conflicts between new land 
uses and wind energy operations.  Implementation of this measure would reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant. 

In response to this comment, Measure 3.4-2a has been revised as follows: 

Measure 3.4-2a:  DWR shall negotiate with wind turbine operators to provide 
replacement compensation for the loss of onetwo turbines along the Stage 3 Brushy 
Creek Pipeline.  This negotiation shall occur as part of permanent right-of-way 
acquisition for the pipeline route. 
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Along Stage 3 Brushy Creek Pipeline

SOURCE:  Department of Water Resources; Environmental Science Associates
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In response to this comment, the text on DEIR pp.3.10-8 and 3.10-9 has been revised as 
follows: 

Impact 3.10-4:  Construction operations could require the displacement of 
onetwo power generation wind turbines in the Altamont Pass area.  Less than 
Significant. 

Construction of the Stage 3 Brushy Creek Pipeline would require the removal of 
onetwo existing wind turbines.  ThisThese turbines represents onetwo out of 
approximately 7,000 power generating turbines located in the Altamont Pass Wind 
Resource Area that extends through Alameda and Contra Costa counties.  All 7,000 
wind turbines produce approximately 1,100 kilowatt hours of electricity annually.  
The removal of the two turbines by the project would result in the temporary 
reduction of total wind turbine energy output by approximately 0.32 kilowatt hours 
per year.   

DWR proposes to relocate the two turbines and restore their operation to offset a 
potential long-term reduction of energy output.  DWR shall coordinate with 
turbine’s owners and Alameda County planning authorities regarding wind turbine 
relocation to assure compatibility under Policy 173 of the East County Area Plan as 
discussed in detail in Section 3.4, Land Use, Planning and Recreation.  
Furthermore, DWR will consult with the County to develop and implement 
appropriate mitigation measures as required under Policy 174 of the East County 
Area Plan.   

The relocation of the wind turbines would result in a temporary reduction of 
electricity supplies.  However, The reduction of less than one kilowatt hour per 
year The loss of a single wind turbine would represent a minor reduction of present 
annual output of 1,100  kilowatt hours, and the resulting additional demand on 
other electricity suppliers in the region would be less than significant.  Electrical 
generation output in the region would be restored upon completion of relocation 
operations.  Therefore, no mitigation is required.   

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required.  Implement Measure 3.4-2a. 

K-5 Comment acknowledged.  Relocation of the turbine will no longer be included in the 
project.  As stated in Mitigation Measure 3.4-2a, compensation for the loss of the wind 
turbine will be provided to the utility companies by DWR.  Please refer to Response K-4. 

K-6 Comment acknowledged.  Figure 2-2 of the DEIR shows the existing 230-kV 
transmission lines near the South Bay Pumping Plant.  A new 230-kV transmission line 
drop will be extended from the existing power line approximately 300 feet to the South 
Bay Pumping Plant.  The new transmission line is not anticipated to affect wind turbines 
and access roads in R3E, T2S, Section 3.   
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K-7 Comment acknowledged.  The 3- and 4-acre spoil sites in DEIR Figure 2-3 are 
preliminary and will be sited to avoid impacts to wind turbines and access roads in R3E, 
T2S, Section 3.   

K-8 Comment acknowledged.  Dyer Reservoir is proposed on the western flank of an alluvial 
valley along Dyer Road.  Wind turbine facilities are sited on the ridgelines west and east 
of this valley.  The wind turbines to the west of the proposed Dyer Reservoir are located 
at an elevation of approximately 1,145 feet above mean sea level (msl), and wind turbines 
to the east of the proposed reservoir are located at an elevation of between 1,100 feet 
1,260 feet above msl.  These wind turbines are sited to capture prevailing easterly wind 
flow across the Altamont foothills into the Central Valley.  The prevailing wind flow 
across this valley is from ridgeline to ridgeline, with lower wind speeds and increased 
turbulence occurring lower within the valley.   

 The proposed reservoir would be located approximately 3,000 feet west of the wind 
turbines in R3E, T2S, Section 8 and approximately 6,000 feet east of the wind turbines in 
R3E, T2S, Section 18.  The reservoir finished embankment elevation would be 
approximately 825 feet above mean sea level.  Finish embankments would be 
approximately 25 feet above current ground elevation.  Due to the reservoir’s location in 
the valley and distance from the existing wind turbines, the proposed reservoir is not 
anticipated to have any affect on energy capture for wind turbines on ridgelines in R3E, 
T2S, Sections 8 and 18.    

K-9 Comment acknowledged.  Consistent with the current access road, the relocated access 
road will be engineered and constructed to accommodate the types of heavy equipment 
and vehicles used to service wind farm operations, as well as the other land uses in the 
area. 
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L. RESPONSE TO:  WILLIAM L. DAMON, ALTAMONT WINDS, INC., 
NOVEMBER 9, 2004 

L-1 Comment acknowledged.  The Stage 3 Surge Tank would be located approximately 1,000 
feet north of the wind turbines in Section 10 and approximately 1,100 feet south of the 
wind turbines in R3E, T2S, Section 3.  The Stage 3 Surge Tank would be a cylindrical 
structure, similar to the two existing surge tanks.  The new tank would not be directly 
upwind of the wind turbines identified by the commenter.  The cylindrical shape of the 
surge tank means that it would have a small physical affect on winds, primarily some 
slowing of the wind as it flows around the structure, but detrimental wind effects, such as 
wind blockage or turbulence are not anticipated to occur.  Similarly, the incremental 
increase of the Stage 2 Surge Tank by 10 to 15 feet, would not be anticipated to have 
detrimental wind effects.  Therefore, installation of the Stage 3 Surge Tank and 
improvements to the Stage 2 Surge Tank would not significantly affect energy capture of 
the nearby wind turbines in Section 10 and in R3E, T2S, Section 3. 
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M. RESPONSE TO:  VIRGINIA W. MINER, OCTOBER 27, 2004 
M-1 Comment acknowledged.  Conditional Use Permit (CUP) C-5512 issued to Waste 

Management of Alameda County (WMAC), Inc. by the Alameda County Board of 
Supervisors does not prohibit development within Section 17.  Conditions 16-27 requires 
WMAC to set aside 750 acres of mitigation for biological resource impacts “in Sections 
15, 16, 17, and 21, substantially as depicted in Exhibit 1.”  As discussed on DEIR 
p. 3.4-20, these four sections comprise approximately 2,560 acres of land.  With the 
existing landfill (230 acres) and approved landfill expansion area (250 acres), 
approximately 2,000 acres of land are available within these four sections to meet this 
mitigation requirement.  Due to the reduced scale of the expansion approved under 
C-5512, the areas available within Sections 15, 16, 17, and 21 to meet the 750 acre 
mitigation obligation are depicted in Figure D-3 (see Response D-3).   

As stated on DEIR p. 3.4-19, implementation of Dyer Reservoir would result in the 
temporary disturbance of 45 acres of open space area, and the permanent loss of 27 acres 
associated with the reservoir structure.  The areas temporarily disturbed will be restored 
following construction, and the permanent loss of 27 acres is not anticipated to preclude 
or affect WMAC’s ability to meet its mitigation obligation as established under C-5512.  
As established in Mitigation Measure 3.4-2b, DWR shall negotiate with WMAC to 
ensure that easement acquisition does not preclude WMAC from meeting its mitigation 
obligation as identified in C-5512 and other regulatory permits.  This may include 
identification of appropriate lands to offset open space acreage permanently removed 
from acreage.   

M-2 Comment acknowledged.  As noted in Condition 16 of C-5512, the stated purpose of the 
750 acres is to provide biological resource mitigation for landfill expansion.  This acreage 
amount is calculated based upon the provision of compensatory mitigation at a 3:1 ratio, 
using the disturbance area of the proposed landfill expansion. 

 Buffer lands are identified in C-5512 Exhibit 1 (Figure D-1), between active land fill 
operations and the property line on the northern, eastern and southern boundaries of the 
property.  Construction of Dyer Reservoir at the western end of WMAC’s property would 
not alter the buffer between active landfill operations and the WMAC property boundary.  
As such, this use is not inconsistent with the provision of a buffer between active landfill 
operations and the WMAC property boundary. 

M-3 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response M-1 and D-3.   

M-4 Comment acknowledged.  Buffer lands are identified in C-5512 Exhibit 1 (Figure D-1), 
between active land fill operations and the property line on the northern, eastern and 
southern boundaries of the property.  Construction of Dyer Reservoir at the western end 
of WMAC’s property would not alter the buffer between active landfill operations and 
the WMAC property boundary.  As such, this use is not inconsistent with the provision of 
a buffer between active landfill operations and the WMAC property boundary. 

M-5 Comment acknowledged.  Existing infrastructure referenced in the DEIR, including Dyer 
Canal and windfarm facilities, represent the existing physical conditions of land use 
along Dyer Road.  These facilities are relevant to the CEQA analysis for Land Use, 
which requires examination of the change in existing conditions associated with project 
implementation.  The conditions of C-5512 are also relevant to the CEQA analysis for 
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Land Use and are discussed in the DEIR.  However, as noted in the DEIR, no 
conservation easement has been established under C-5512 in Sections 15, 16, 17, and 21.   

M-6 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response D-3. 

M-7 Comment acknowledged.  Visual simulations present the proposed facilities from varying 
public view locations to establish the change in short-range and long-range views, 
approximate facility scale, and pre- and post-project visual conditions. They do not 
represent a depiction of final design, and facilities necessary to support the reservoir, 
such as fencing and emergency lighting cannot be fully depicted in visual simulations due 
to the status of facility design.  However, these simulations accurately depict the size, 
scale and location of the proposed reservoir facility, and provide an adequate basis for 
analysis of visual resource impacts.  As such, no additional analysis is required. 

M-8 Comment acknowledged.  No response necessary. 
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N. RESPONSE TO:  TRI-VALLEY BUSINESS COUNCIL, MARCH 29, 
2004 

N-1 Comment acknowledged.  DWR recognizes the Tri-Valley Business Council’s efforts in 
working towards implementation of a regional trail.  As stated on page 3.4-23 of the 
DEIR, the Proposed Project would not preclude development of a regional trail system.   

N-2 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response I-3.  Security is one of several issues 
related to the provision of recreational trails along the SBA.  However, regarding regional 
trails, as stated in the DEIR (pp. 3.4-21 through 3.4-23), implementation of the Proposed 
Project would not preclude future use of the SBA project corridor from recreational use.   

N-3 Comment acknowledged.  DWR looks forward to reviewing appropriately funded 
proposals to explore recreational opportunities along the SBA.  Implementation of the 
SBA Improvement and Enlargement Project would not preclude the development of the 
Brushy Peak to Bethany Reservoir, Brushy Peak to Del Valle Reservoir, and Iron Horse 
Regional trails. 
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O. RESPONSE TO:  KENNETH LEWIS, WASTE MANAGEMENT 
ALTAMONT LANDFILL & RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY, 
NOVEMBER 12, 2004 

O-1 Comment acknowledged.  DWR recognizes that the proposed Dyer Reservoir would be 
located within Section 17, on property owned by Waste Management of Alameda County 
(WMAC).  Please refer to Responses D-3 and M-1.  

O-2 Comment acknowledged.  DWR recognizes WMAC’s need to initiate the Fill Area 2 
project due to impending landfill capacity issues.  DWR looks forward to working with 
WMAC toward project implementation in a manner that meets both DWR and WMAC 
scheduling requirements. 
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P. RESPONSE TO:  PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT,  
OCTOBER 26, 2004 

A public hearing was held to provide interested persons with an opportunity to comment verbally 
or in writing on the Draft EIR and the Proposed Project.  Three people provided comments during 
the public hearing, and a transcript of the public hearing is provided on the following pages.  Julia 
Casamajor provided a written comment, stating “I am for every path improvement available.”  
Virginia Miner and Dick Quigley provided oral comments, which have been responded to below.   

P-1 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response M-1.  

P-2 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Responses M-1 and M-4. 

P-3 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Responses M-1 and M-4. 

P-4 Comment acknowledged.  Compensatory mitigation would be off-site or on-site 
mitigation provided by DWR to offset open space acreage permanently utilized by Dyer 
Reservoir.      

P-5 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response M-2.  

P-6 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response D-3.   

P-7 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response D-3. 

P-8 Comment acknowledged.  Construction of the proposed Dyer Reservoir would include 
concrete inlet and outlet structures, fencing, and emergency lighting; no separate building 
structures are being proposed.  The area immediately around the reservoir will be 
enclosed by an 8-foot chain link fence.  The lighting will only be used in the event of an 
emergency or if repairs or maintenance are necessary at night.   

P-9 Comment acknowledged.  The commenter applauds DWR’s efforts and ideas to build a 
larger water conveyance system with upgrades. 

P-10 Comment acknowledged.  The presentation has been included in this Final EIR and 
follows the responses to the public hearing comments. 

P-11  Comment acknowledged.  The commenter submitted a letter from the Tri-Valley 
Business Council (see Letter N).  In addition, DWR received comment letters from the 
City of Livermore (see Letter G), East Bay Regional Park District (see Letter I) and 
Livermore Area Recreation and Park District (see Letter J).  All letters have been 
addressed in this Final EIR; please refer to their individual responses.  The City of 
Pleasanton letter, referenced by the commenter and submitted to the Zone 7 Board of 
Directors in 2003, has been included in this Final EIR and follows the responses to the 
public hearing comments; DWR recognizes the City of Pleasanton’s desire for new trails 
along the SBA. 

DWR recognizes that several agencies have identified recreational trails along the SBA at 
a Master Plan level.  However, the commenter is referred to Section 2.4 of the DEIR, 
which establishes the Project Objectives.  Recreational improvements along the SBA 
constitute a separate project, and are not currently proposed as part of the SBA 



2.  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
P.  PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPT, OCTOBER 26, 2004 

 

DWR SBA Improvement and Enlargement Project 2.P-2 ESA / 202456 
Final EIR 

Improvement and Enlargement Project.  Although several agencies have identified a trail 
route at a conceptual level, no specific facility or funding proposals have been developed 
to date, and substantial feasibility and project development analysis would be necessary 
in order to develop this concept to a level that would be adequate for analysis under 
CEQA.  Please refer to Responses I-1 through I-4.  

P-12 Comment acknowledged.  See Response P-11.   

P-13 Comment acknowledged.  Security is one of several issues related to the provision of 
recreational trails along the SBA.  However, regarding regional trails, as stated in the 
DEIR (pp. 3.4-21 through 3.4-23), implementation of the Proposed Project would not 
preclude future use of the SBA project corridor from recreational use.  Please refer to 
Responses I-1 through I-4 which discuss issues related to trail implementation along the 
SBA.  

P-14 Comment acknowledged.  The Proposed Project does not include a recreational trail on 
either the SBA or as part of the proposed facilities.  DWR looks forward to reviewing 
appropriately funded proposals to explore recreational opportunities along the SBA.   

P-15 Comment acknowledged. The SBA provides a raw water source that is treated prior to 
distribution to customers.  Please refer to Response P-13 regarding recreational facilities. 

P-16 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response P-14. 

P-17 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Responses P-13 and P-14. 

P-18 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response M-1. 
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Kristine’s role in the Working 
Landscape Plan

Introduction to the 

Tri-Valley Business Council

Publications & More Info: 

www.trivalley.org

Steering Committee of the Tri-
Valley Ag Water Task Force

Dawn Argula, Supervisor Hagerty’s Office
Bob Baltzer, Friends of Livermore, Measure D
Gene Broadman, North Livermore landowner
Sharon Burnham, Tri-Valley Conservancy
Harriet Cole, Tri-Valley Conservancy 
Ken Ellis, TKG International, North Livermore 
business and agricultural landowner
Mike Gatzman, agriculture economist
Larry Gosselin, Equestrian operation owner, 
Collier Canyon agricultural landowner
Chris Gray, Supervisor Hagerty’s Office
Jon Harvey, Sierra Club, Measure D
Terry Huff, USDA Natural Resources Conservation 
Service
Kristine Mazzei, Project Manager for the TVBC
Tom O’Malley, President of the TVBC
Tom Reitter, Livermore City Council
Mary Selkirk, Center for Collaborative Policy
Joan Seppala, Livermore Independent newspaper, 
Measure D
Al Spotorno, Rancher, Pleasanton ag landowner
Steve Stewart, City of Livermore Planner
Karen Sweet, Alameda County Resource 
Conservation District, Livermore rancher
Kristin Weiss, Staff to the TVBC
Phil Wente, Wente Vineyards, Chair of the TVBC



Why are we here? 

Review the Working Landscape Plan.

Ask you to include financing for a portion 
of this plan in your open space funding 
program.



Outline of today’s presentation…
Background

Tri-Valley Working Landscape Plan Overview
The Path to the Working Landscape Plan
Community Benefits

Key Programs
Working Landscape Enhancement Programs 
Irrigated Agriculture Greenbelt Expansion

Financial Evaluation
Estimated Costs of Plan Implementation
Potential Financing Strategies

Opportunity for Q&A



Working Landscape Plan 
Overview

What is the Working 
Landscape?

Where is the Tri-
Valley Working 
Landscape? 

Productive Lands in Harmony with a Healthy Environment





Tri-Valley Working Landscape

Acres:

266,000



Working Landscape Plan 
Overview

How can we preserve 
and enhance the 
Working Landscape 
for the future? 

How does this 
Working Landscape 
Plan accomplish these 
goals? 



The Path to the Plan…

Efforts sponsored by the Tri-Valley Business Council and 
the Conservation Partnership.



The Path to the Plan…
Efforts sponsored by the Tri-Valley Business Council and the 
Conservation Partnership. 
Concurrent and related planning efforts:

November 2000: Alameda County voters pass Measure D. 
The Initiative centers on agriculture and open space 
preservation and spells out the details for a North 
Livermore Intensive Agriculture Program
December 2002: adoption of the North Livermore Urban 
Growth Boundary Initiative 
Alameda County General Plan Updates: Ag Element
Livermore’s Transfer of Development Credit Program
Key Agricultural Easement activity



Community Benefits

Urban Community 
Benefits

Economic Vitality 
Benefits

Benefits to the Ag 
Community

Benefits to the Land & 
Natural Resources



You have the background…

Working Landscape Enhancement Programs

Irrigated Agriculture Greenbelt Expansion

Now we will move on to the actual 
Working Landscape Plan…

Definition of the Tri-Valley Working Landscape

Understanding of planning and policy history



Working Landscape Enhancement Programs



Working Landscape Enhancement 
Programs
1) Agriculture, Conservation and Trail Easements

Prioritization of projects based on community 
support for various selection criteria: 

Agricultural Heritage values
Habitat values
Importance for trail linkages
Agricultural Viability
Land management practices
Proximity to Urban Growth Boundaries
Proximity to other protected areas
Utilization by Species of Special Concern (feeding/breeding/nesting/etc)
Properties of strategic importance to local jurisdictions
Part of a scenic viewshed
Recreation value
Multi-use trails



Working Landscape Enhancement 
Programs (cont.)

2) Agricultural Enterprise Incubation Programs
Includes providing assistance with loan financing, 
technical information, and business planning. 

3) Agritourism and Marketing Support
Develop polished agritourism map, and a vision 
for future activities.
Local branding of ag products, and marketing.
Signage along an “agritourism trail.”
The maintenance of an agritourism program 
through an appropriate local organization.





Irrigated Agriculture Greenbelt 
Expansion

History of Irrigated Agriculture 
Opportunities in the South Livermore and Greenville 
Road sub regions

Approx. 1000 acres in South Livermore sub region
Approx 2-3000 acres in the Greenville Road sub 
region

Opportunities in North Livermore
Approx. 6-7000 acres suitable for irrigated ag 
greenbelt



Estimate of Potentially Irrigable Land– Drip 
Irrigation



Goals for new Irrigated Greenbelt– Drip 
Irrigation

South 
Livermore & 
Greenville  
Road:   3,000

North 
Livermore:  
6,000



Expansion of the South Livermore and 

Greenville Irrigated Greenbelt

Opportunities:
Close to the South Bay Aqueduct, which provides the easiest 
access to surface water.
Connected with an established zone of irrigated agriculture 
and an existing wine trail. 
Additional irrigated agriculture would enable the fulfillment 
of the South Livermore Plan. 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories provides a 
nearby consumer-base for ag products. 

Challenges: 
There is not as much relatively flat acreage available as 
compared to North Livermore. 
If done as a stand alone project there would be economy of 
scale issues. 



Creation of a North Livermore 
Irrigated Ag Greenbelt

North Livermore Intensive Ag Program Draft EIR
Opportunities: 

Implementation of the North Livermore Intensive 
Agriculture Program under Measure D. Adding a new 
level of protection to the properties that is not afforded 
through the Urban Growth Boundary alone.
Fulfillment of the Livermore Initiative. 
North Livermore is accessible from major transportation 
corridors, which opens up small farming operations to 
new consumer markets. 

Challenges: 
There is an increased need for new infrastructure to 
complete this project.



If we build it, will 
they plant? 

In 2004 Gatzman Consulting Services completed 
an economic evaluation of 26 potential crops 
feasible for Tri-Valley production based upon:

soil conditions 
slope restrictions, 
methods of irrigation application, 
water quality limitations, 
parcel size, and 
the restrictions of Measure D (which limits certain 
farm-related structures, like greenhouses).



Profit Potential



Region-wide water conservation 
programs

Reduction of overall usage of water in 
urban and rural areas. 

Partner with local agencies to implement 
new programs based on Best Practices. 

Sample strategies. 

New irrigation technology.

Water Efficient Appliance credits. 



How Much will the Overall Working Landscape Plan Cost to Implement?

Cost  
(millions) 

Program 

Working Landscape Enhancement Programs 
$150 To purchase agriculture, conservation, and trail easements. A portion of the funding could 

also support the maintenance of the easement agreements, and necessary restoration 
projects on the properties.   

$8 To develop a revolving loan guarantee program to help finance the initiation of new and 
innovative agricultural enterprises.  

$2 To create agritourism programs to improve awareness of publicly accessible agricultural 
enterprises and recreation opportunities available on the working landscape. This money 
would support the development of an agritourism trail map, appropriate signage, public 
outreach, and the maintenance of an agritourism-focused program within an appropriate 
local organization. 

$160 Total 
  
Costs of Irrigated Agriculture Greenbelt Expansion 
$83.11 Acquisition of farming-dedicated irrigation water and associated agriculture infrastructure 

expansion.  
$10 Region-wide water conservation programs and efforts, and the continued evaluation and 

development of potential reclaimed water usage to benefit the agricultural landscape. 
$93.11 Total 
  
$253.11 TOTAL 
 



Explanation of Water Costs

Connection Fee  +  Water Use Fee 

This is a ONE TIME fee. 

Current Estimate: 
$4600/af

This is a REGULAR fee.

Integrated into crop 
profitability analyses. 

Current Estimate: $300/af



Estimate of Water Costs
Cost estimates are from Zone 7’s April 2001 study. 
$83.11 Million would cover the following costs for 
18,100 acre feet (af) of new irrigation water for the 
region:

creating the water supply (this involves buying 
water from the State contractors)
developing the water conveyance (this entails a 
necessary expansion of the South Bay Aqueduct)
installing a water transmission system (this 
infrastructure moves water from the aqueduct to the 
agricultural operations) 



Potential for Returning Value for the $83.11 
Million Investment

Incremental Change In Property Tax Values. 
For 9000 irrigated agricultural acres the incremental change could 
annually create $1.5 M of new property taxes to benefit the community at 
large.

Mechanisms could be developed to encourage landowners to voluntarily 
donate a portion of the value of conservation easements in lieu of repaying all 
of the water connection fees. 

If landowners across 9000 acres donated $2000/acre of value, the
community would save $18 M in easement funding for other agreements. 

Half of the $83.11 Million could be paid back to the Working Landscape 
funding program through water user connection fees. 

It is possible to expect ag operations to repay half of their $4600/af 
connection fees over a reasonable period of time. This $41.55 Million 
could be re-circulated into the funding program to support other goals. 



Potential to Return Value for the $83.11 M 

If these scenarios were implemented over 20 years the 
investment could provide the following economic 
benefits:

Ability to recirculate $41.55 M through the open 
space funding program.  
Ability to save $18 M to direct towards more land 
preservation goals. 
Additional $30 M in property taxes to benefit 
community at large. 

TOTAL = $89.55 Million in Value to the Community



Potential Financing Strategies

Alameda County-Wide Funding Initiative

Dougherty Valley Settlement Agreement 

Infrastructure Mitigation Fees

Transfer of Development Credit Ordinance

Altamont Landfill Settlement Agreement



Conclusions
We are asking you to support the $83 M one-time 
water infrastructure investment.
The WLP provides an innovative approach to 
balance working landscape preservation with 
economic enhancement.  
This plan builds buy-in from the business and 
agricultural communities. 
The investment in irrigated greenbelt expansion 
has the potential to return agricultural, 
environmental, and economic value to the 
community.



Additional comments from 
Steering Committee Members

Funding Task Force Q &A

Thank You!

www.trivalley.org




