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L-1  Bel Marin Keys Community Services 1 

District (BMK CSD) 2 

L-1.1 3 
 4 
The project is currently in the conceptual design phase and would not be able to physically accept any 5 
dredged material for placement until the project has been authorized by Congress and all engineering 6 
design, regulatory compliance has been completed, and site preparation and dredged material placement 7 
infrastructure has been completed. 8 
 9 
The project sponsors, the Corps and the Conservancy, have identified that they would be willing to accept 10 
material from BMK CSD dredging projects provided the material has been determined to be suitable for 11 
use as cover material by the Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO), its reuse is cost-effective to 12 
the project, and the timing and other parameters of the material’s availability are consistent with project 13 
implementation.  This has been added to the alternative description.  The DMMO is a joint program of the 14 
BCDC, RWQCB, SLC, the Corps, and the U.S. EPA.    15 
 16 
Proposals for placement of dredged material must be submitted first to the Corps’ Regulatory Division as 17 
part of dredging permitting pursuant to the Clean Water Act Section 404.  Sediment quality analytical 18 
data is reviewed by the DMMO.  The purpose of the DMMO is to cooperatively review sediment quality 19 
sampling plans, analyze the results of sediment quality sampling and make suitability determinations for 20 
material proposed for disposal in San Francisco Bay.  This includes proposals for reuse in wetland 21 
restoration such as the BMKV expansion. 22 
 23 
L-1.2 24 
 25 
A summary of the results provided for recent sediment and elutriate tests has been included in the Final 26 
SEIR/EIS.  However, it should be noted that the lead agencies have made no determination as to the 27 
adequacy of the sampling and analysis or the suitability of the material at this time.  That determination, 28 
as noted above, would need to be made by the DMMO. 29 
 30 
L-1.3 31 
 32 
The issues raised in the preface are responded to in the subsequent comments that the BMK CSD 33 
provided for each constituent issue.  34 
 35 
L-1.4 36 
 37 
The lead agencies have made a substantial effort to involve the BMK community and the representatives 38 
of the BMK CSD, the planning advisory board.  This has included the invitation of community 39 
representatives and the public to technical workshops in fall 2001 concerning the conceptual design, the 40 
holding of a public scoping meeting in December 2001, the periodic meetings of a stakeholder group in 41 
2001 and 2002, attendance by project sponsor representatives at several CSD meetings, the involvement 42 
of CSD and other community members in ongoing discussions with the City of Novato and MCFCWCD, 43 
and solicitation of input on portions of the administrative draft of the SEIR/EIS.  Much of this effort is 44 
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beyond the technical requirements of NEPA and CEQA and reflect the interest of the project sponsors in 1 
the input and concerns of the local community.  While identified CSD or community concerns may not be 2 
resolved to the satisfaction of the CSD or individual residents as of the Draft SEIR/EIS, the lead agencies 3 
believe that community input and concerns are being given adequate consideration. 4 
 5 
Responses to BMK CSD and local resident comments are provided in this document.  As noted above, 6 
project changes have been implemented in part to address community concerns.  The specifics are noted 7 
in the description of the preferred alternative, Alternative 2, and in specific responses to comments.   8 
 9 
The project sponsors look forward to the continued involvement and input of the BMK CSD and the local 10 
community with the project.  11 
 12 
L-1.5 13 
 14 
The BMK CSD comments on the NOI/NOP in December 2001 were reviewed prior to selection of the 15 
alternatives for analysis in the Draft SEIR/EIS and prior to the analysis of environmental effects of the 16 
alternatives.  The scoping process is intended to solicit input on the nature and extent of issues to be 17 
discussed in the SEIR/EIS from interested agencies and the public.  Lead agencies are not required to 18 
respond to comments received during scoping. 19 
 20 
The BMK CSD comments provided on portions of the administrative draft of the SEIR/EIS in June 2002 21 
were reviewed prior to preparation of the Draft SEIR/EIS.  The lead agencies explained to the BMK CSD 22 
that formal responses would not be provided to any comments provided on the administrative draft and 23 
that NEPA and CEQA do not require the preparation of such responses.  It should be noted that it is not 24 
normal Corps procedure to provide administrative drafts for outside agency review prior to the public 25 
draft; this was done in the case due to the lead agency’s interest in the input of the BMK CSD.  This was 26 
explained in the meeting held by the lead agencies with the BMK CSD on July 31, 2002.   27 
 28 
L-1.6   29 
 30 
See Master Response 2 regarding flooding and modeling assumptions for the Draft SEIR/EIS. 31 
 32 
See Master Response 3 regarding flood zoning and MCFCWCD drainage easements. 33 
 34 
See Master Response 4 regarding the BMK south lagoon overflow and the BMK CSD easement for that 35 
overflow. 36 
 37 
Regarding mechanical pumps, these are only included in the conceptual design for Alternative 3, which is 38 
not the lead agencies’ preferred alternative. 39 
 40 
L-1.7 41 
 42 
See Master Response 3 regarding flood zoning and MCFCWCD drainage easements. 43 
 44 
Regarding the use of culverts with flapgates, the specific design of the overflow structures from the BMK 45 
south lagoon to the swale on BMKV would be decided during the detailed design phase.  Because the 46 
overflow structures are included in the design to accomodate with the existing BMK CSD overflow 47 
easement, the Corps and Conservancy will consult with BMK CSD during the detailed design phase 48 
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concerning the design of the structures and potential associated maintenance.  It is expected that the new 1 
overflow structures would be more effective in delivering overflow from the south lagoon than the 2 
existing structures. 3 
 4 
L-1.8 5 
 6 
See Master Response 5 regarding flood insurance. 7 
 8 
See Master Response 2 regarding flooding and studies conducted to date. 9 
 10 
See prior responses regarding mechanical pumping. 11 
 12 
L-1.9 13 
 14 
See Master Response 2 regarding flooding and hydrologic and hydraulic study methodology. 15 
 16 
See Master Response 6 regarding Novato Creek channel changes due to breaching of the Novato 17 
Creek/BMKV levee and data used in the hydraulic modeling. 18 
 19 
See Master Response 7 regarding the Pacheco Pond outflow diversion. 20 
 21 
The Surface-Water Hydrology and Tidal Hydraulics section has been updated in the SEIR/EIS to be 22 
consistent with the GRR description of past hydrology concerning Arroyo San Jose.   23 
 24 
L -1.10  25 
 26 
See Master Response 7 regarding Pacheco Pond outflow diversion. 27 
 28 
L-1.11 29 
 30 
See Master Response 6 regarding Novato Creek/BMKV levee breach. 31 
 32 
Regarding lagoon flushing, the preferred alternative (with a breach on Novato Creek) would not change 33 
the amount of tidal flow in the portion of Novato Creek at the inlets to the BMK lagoons.  Impact HYD-5 34 
(page 4-28 of the Draft SEIR/EIS), discusses the effect of diversion of Pacheco Pond outflow on drainage 35 
capacity in the BMK lagoons.  This impact also noted that the restoration alternatives are not expected to 36 
result in any increased sedimentation of the lagoons themselves.  As noted in Master Response 7, the 37 
Pacheco Pond outlet contributes only minor flow to Novato Creek; diversion of some or all of the flow is 38 
not expected to significantly affect the ability to fill the BMK lagoons.  39 
 40 
Regarding inconsistencies between Impact TH-8 and LU-6, the text has been clarified to identify that in 41 
the expected increase in width of 10-40 feet and depth of 0.5 to 1.0 feet (i.e. lower) is expected to occur in 42 
the Novato Creek channel itself between the breach and Marker 25.  A new figure, figure 4-7 has been 43 
added to identify the expected locations of morphological changes. 44 
 45 
Regarding tidal velocities, a new impact discussion (TH-10 in Final EIS/EIR) has been added to identify 46 
the flows expected through the breach in the Novato Creek/BMKV levee and to identify the expected 47 
increases in tidal current velocities.  As noted in the new discussion, the addition of tidal prism to lower 48 
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Novato Creek would increase peak tidal flows and velocities, however these flows are expected to 1 
amplify, but not change circulation patterns in lower Novato Creek.  As noted in the Impact TH-8, this 2 
increase in flow would result in some additional scour on this part of the creek, and some limited 3 
widening and deepening of the channel.   4 
 5 
L -1.12  6 
 7 
See Master Response 6 regarding Novato Creek/BMKV levee breach. 8 
 9 
The  monitoring and adaptive management plan for the HWRP has been updated to include the BMKV 10 
expansion and includes monitoring of the Novato Creek channel upstream and downstream of the levee 11 
breach.  This updated plan is included as an appendix to the Final SEIR/EIS. 12 
 13 
The referenced Section 3 of the hydrology and hydraulic portion of the GRR Technical Appendices also 14 
states that the tidal breaches will likely have a small positive effect on the channel width and depth in 15 
Novato Creek below the breaches, which the comment fails to note. Post-construction monitoring of creek 16 
morphology has been incorporated into the adaptive management plan noted above.  17 
 18 
L-1.13  19 
 20 
See Master Response 6 regarding Novato Creek/BMKV levee breach, which includes discussion of both 21 
short-term and long-term sedimentation. 22 
 23 
See Master Response 7 regarding Pacheco Pond outflow diversion, which includes discussion of 24 
sedimentation and morphology. 25 
 26 
Impact TH-3 in the Draft SEIR/EIS discusses changes in Novato Creek morphology due to potential 27 
diversion of Pacheco Pond outflows.  Impact TH-8 discusses changes in Novato Creek morphology due 28 
to potential Novato Creek/BMKV levee breach. 29 
 30 
The MCFCWCD tidal flapgates are designed to prevent tidal flow into Pacheco Pond.  Thus the baseline 31 
against which the restoration project is to be assessed is no tidal prism in Pacheco Pond.  Effects of 32 
diversion of pond outlet flow are discussed in Master Response 7. 33 
 34 
Impact TH-7 discusses changes in San Pablo Bay sedimentation processes and San Pablo Bay. 35 
 36 
See Master Response 1 regarding the preferred alternative, which notes that the Pacheco Pond outlet 37 
would not be permanently closed and water would not be diverted from the existing outlet in the dry 38 
season. 39 
 40 
L-1.14  41 
 42 
See Master Response 8 regarding levee heights and locations.  The new levee adjacent to the tidal 43 
restoration area has been moved to a location 1,500 feet from the south lagoon. 44 
 45 
See Master Response 9 regarding visual resources, which discusses the aesthetics analysis and 46 
methodology used for impact assessment. 47 
 48 
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See Master Response 13 regarding trail routing, which includes a discussion of the existing BMK CSD 1 
easements.  As noted in the Master Response, the easements provide for ingress and egress for the 2 
purposes of drainage and maintenance, not for recreational access.  The preferred alternative does not 3 
include building a new levee against the existing lagoon levee, but does include improvement of the 4 
existing levee primarily to provide for a consistent and competent levee adjacent to the BMKV swale 5 
area. 6 
 7 
L-1.15  8 
 9 
See Master Response 14 regarding the interpretive center location, which has been moved to the City of 10 
Novato parcel on Hamilton.   11 
 12 
L-1.16  13 
 14 
See Master Response 12 regarding existing wildlife habitat. 15 
 16 
L-1.17  17 
 18 
See Master Response 15 regarding mosquito breeding habitat and pest displacement. 19 
 20 
Contrary to the comment assertion, ponding does occur within the agricultural fields due to poor drainage.  21 
This is verified by the analysis in the wetland delineation conducted by LSA in 1997, which identified 22 
that observed ponding areas (both direct and via aerial photography review) in the agricultural fields 23 
varied from 0 to 675 acres depending on year (LSA 1997).  Inadequate agricultural drainage can give rise 24 
to increased mosquito breeding habitat. 25 
 26 
The Marin-Sonoma Mosquito Abatement and Vector Control District agrees with the analysis provided in 27 
the Draft SEIR/EIS that properly constructed wetlands would reduce mosquito breeding habitat and 28 
district mosquito control operations on the expansion site particularly related to elimination of miles of 29 
existing drainage ditches (See Comment L-6).  Mitigation Measure PH-1 requires the project sponsors to 30 
coordinate restoration design, and implementation and operation phases with the District to implement 31 
mosquito control and management measures. 32 
 33 
As noted above, the monitoring and adaptive management plan for the HWRP has been updated for the 34 
BMKV expansion and is provided as an appendix to the Final SEIR/EIS.  Mitigation Measure PH-1 has 35 
been added to the plan.  36 
 37 
L-1.18  38 
 39 
See Master Response 16 regarding construction impact on traffic, air, and noise.  In the preferred 40 
alternative, the primary access route is now via HAAF, which would reduce effects on Bel Marin Keys 41 
Boulevard during construction. 42 
 43 
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L-1.19  1 
 2 
See Master Response 13 regarding Bay Trail routing.  No spur trail is included in the preferred 3 
alternative.  It should be noted that the easements that the BMK CSD hold related to the south lagoon are 4 
located on state-owned property and do not entitle community residents to access the levee for 5 
recreational purposes.  6 
 7 
L-1.20  8 
 9 
See Master Response 17 regarding agriculture. 10 
 11 
L-1.21  12 
 13 
See Master Response 10 regarding dredged material quality and sources.  As noted in the master 14 
response, the project sponsor’s are willing to accept BMK CSD dredged material if it is determined to be 15 
suitable by the DMMO, its reuse is cost-effective to the project, and the timing and other parameters of 16 
the material’s availability are consistent with project implementation process.   17 
 18 
It should be noted that the SWRCB has not yet designated Novato Creek as an impaired water body under 19 
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for sedimentation. The SWRCB is currently revising the 303(d) 20 
impaired waterbody list and plans to release its draft final list on October 15, 2002.  In addition to a 21 
revision of the formal list, the SWRCB is proposing to create a  “watch list” for potentially impaired 22 
waterbodies.  Novato Creek is proposed for inclusion on the watch list for sedimentation and siltation 23 
concerns. The watch list is intended for RWQCB identified waters where minimal, contradictory, or 24 
anecdotal information suggests standards are not met but either (1) the available data or information are 25 
inadequate to draw a conclusion, or (2) a regulatory program is in place to control the pollutant but data 26 
are not available to demonstrate that the program is successful. In many cases, the data or information is 27 
not of adequate quality and quantity to support a listing under Section 303(d).  In these cases, a finding is 28 
warranted that water quality appears impacted and more information must be collected to resolve whether 29 
standards and beneficial uses are attained. Placement of Novato Creek on this watch list is not a formal 30 
designation but requires SWRCB to consider listing the creek in relation to sedimentation/siltation 31 
(SWRCB 2002).  32 
   33 
It should also be noted that dredging of Novato Creek in proximity to BMK would not necessarily 34 
improve the suspended solid concentrations of Novato Creek (waters which are most heavily influenced 35 
by watershed conditions upstream in the upper watershed) and suspended solid concentrations in the 36 
Petaluma River and San Pablo Bay. 37 
 38 
L-1.22  39 
 40 
See Master Response 18 regarding climate change. 41 
 42 
L-1.23  43 
 44 
See the updatedmonitoring and adaptive management plan for the HWRP which has been updated for the 45 
BMKV expansion and is provided as an appendix to the Final SEIR/EIS.  The plan includes monitoring 46 
of project levees and water management structures. 47 
  48 
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L-1.24  1 
 2 
The lead agencies examined a wide range of potential alternatives including that proposed by the BMK 3 
CSD in the comment letter on the NOP prior to selecting the alternatives for analysis in the Draft 4 
SEIR/EIS.  While there are an infinite number of potential alternatives that could be analyzed for a project 5 
with as many design parameters as this project, the selected alternatives represent a reasonable range of 6 
alternatives considering the project’s goal and objectives.  As noted in the executive summary of the Draft 7 
SEIR/EIS, not all features within each alternative meet the project objectives in an equal fashion, and 8 
some features, such as the lack of beneficial reuse of dredged material in Alternative 3, do not meet 9 
certain project objectives. 10 
 11 
The comments regarding Alternative 3 are noted.  It should be noted that the lead agencies have selected 12 
Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative, which is fairly similar to the alternative suggested by the BMK 13 
CSD in regards to swale size and outboard levee location.  The preferred alternative includes an outboard 14 
levee that is 1,500 feet from the existing south lagoon levee.  The levee location in the revised Alternative 15 
2 was moved further from the existing levee compared to the location analyzed in the Draft SEIR/EIS. 16 
 17 
Regarding Pacheco Pond outlet diversion, see Master Response 7.  The preferred alternative has included 18 
changes to water management to retain the existing outlet for outflow during the dry season and for 19 
potential dual use in the wet season along with the new outlet to BMKV.  As noted in Master Response 7 20 
and in the analysis in the Draft SEIR/EIS, the proposed diversion of Pacheco Pond outflow during the wet 21 
season would not have significant adverse effect on Novato Creek morphology, navigation, water quality, 22 
or habitat.   23 
 24 
Regarding the interpretive center, in the preferred alternative it has been located on City of Novato 25 
property at Hamilton and the Bay Trail route on the east side of Pacheco Pond has been moved to the west 26 
side of Headquarters Hill to reduce the effect on the BMK residential area.  No spur trail is included in the 27 
preferred alternative. 28 
 29 
Regarding the breaching of the Novato Creek/BMKV levee, the preferred alternative retains this feature 30 
because of the enhanced ecological value of linking the tidal restoration site to Novato Creek and because 31 
the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR/EIS has not identified significant adverse effects on Novato 32 
Creek morphology, navigation, or habitat.  As no significant adverse effects on the creek have been 33 
identified, dredging of the creek as mitigation is not proposed.  The updated monitoring and adaptive 34 
management plan for the HWRP is provided as an appendix to the Final SEIR/EIS.  The plan includes 35 
monitoring of the Novato Creek channel upstream and downstream of the levee breach location both prior 36 
to and after breaching. 37 

38 
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L-2  Port of Oakland 1 

L-2.1   2 
 3 
The comment letter objects to the conclusion reflected in the Draft GRR that prescribed maintenance 4 
dredging projects will pay the costs of San Francisco Deep Ocean Disposal Site (SF-DODS) disposal as 5 
their least-cost environmentally acceptable disposal option. 6 
 7 
The concept of comparison of HWRP disposal costs against the least-cost environmentally acceptable 8 
disposal option derives from the Chief of Engineer’s Report for the HWRP, which now forms part of the 9 
legislative authorization for the Hamilton Project.  It is also reflective of general Corps policy, as 10 
documented in Section 8-2.a. of “Navigation and Dredging Operations and Maintenance Policies” (ER 11 
1130-2-520). 12 
 13 
The HWRP Project Cooperation Agreement, at Article II.F., confirms that, for each maintenance 14 
navigation project contributing dredged material to the Hamilton site, the determination of the least-cost 15 
environmentally acceptable disposal option will be consistent with the Long-Term Management Strategy 16 
for Disposal of Dredged Sediments in San Francisco Bay (LTMS).  This LTMS Management Plan was 17 
formally adopted by the Corps and the other Executive Committee agencies in January 2002, and reflects 18 
underlying “enforceable policies to achieve the adopted goals of the LTMS program.”  In brief, the LTMS 19 
Management Plan implements a process of limiting the quantity of material dredged from Bay Area 20 
navigation projects to be disposed at in-Bay aquatic disposal sites, and designates goals for the utilization 21 
of ocean disposal sites and beneficial use upland sites in lieu of in-Bay sites.  The limitation on use of in-22 
Bay sites is to be phased in gradually over a transition period that began in 1999 and will continue over 23 
12 years.  Over this transition period, the volume of in-Bay disposal will be reduced from their 1999 24 
levels of approximately 2.8 million cubic yards (mcy) per year to 1.0 mcy per year.  Thus, as the 25 
comment indicates, some in-Bay disposal is presently, and will remain, a permissible option under the 26 
LTMS Management Plan, albeit an increasingly restricted option as the transition period progresses. 27 
 28 
Through its Record of Decision on the LTMS EIS/EIR and its adoption of the LTMS Management Plan, 29 
the Corps demonstrated its commitment to accomplishment of the goals of the Management Plan.  In 30 
manifestation of this commitment, and in recognition of the commencement of the Management Plan 31 
transition period, the Corps has for several years disposed of material dredged from the Oakland Harbor 32 
and Richmond Harbor Federal annual maintenance projects at SFDODS.  It is expected that material 33 
dredged from other Federal maintenance projects will also be designated for SFDODS disposal as the 34 
transition period progresses.  The analysis reflected in the Draft GRR anticipates continued Corps 35 
commitment to the goals of the LTMS Management Plan. 36 
 37 
The Draft GRR relies on reasonable projections as to the disposal locations designated in accordance with 38 
the LTMS Management Plan for the Oakland Harbor, Richmond Harbor, and several other Bay 39 
maintenance dredging projects, in calculating estimated costs for the HWRP.  The Draft GRR reasonably 40 
concludes – based on present disposal designations, on recent past history, and in recognition of the 41 
increasingly restricted opportunity for in-Bay disposal under the LTMS Management Plan as its transition 42 
period progresses – that disposal at SFDODS now represents the least-cost environmentally acceptable 43 
disposal option for Oakland and Richmond maintenance material, and that additional maintenance 44 
projects will also be designated for SFDODS disposal throughout the 12-year period. 45 
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 1 
It is important to note that these projections are made in the Draft GRR for the sole purpose of calculating 2 
the consequent effect on HWRP project costs.  The Draft GRR projections do not predetermine future 3 
Corps decision making regarding disposal of material derived from maintenance dredging projects.  In 4 
order to calculate the required project cost estimates, the Draft GRR reasonably projects that the least-cost 5 
environmentally acceptable disposal option will be determined in view of recent past disposal practice 6 
and further guided by the Management Plan.  Although future maintenance dredging program funding 7 
levels cannot be predicted with certainty, the Draft GRR may – and does – rely on the Corps’ expressed 8 
commitment to the Management Plan in projecting which Federal maintenance projects would dispose of 9 
material at SFDODS, absent availability of the HWRP.  The Corps recognizes that, in practice, 10 
allocations of in-Bay disposal opportunity are made to Federal dredging projects on a collective basis 11 
annually—not to individual projects—based on volume, and that the Corps determines which of its 12 
maintenance projects will utilize a portion of the in-Bay disposal allocation and which will not.  To 13 
reduce complexity and uncertainty in making HWRP cost projections, the Draft GRR does not attempt to 14 
anticipate those future project-specific Corps decisions but presumes the volume of material represented 15 
by the Oakland and Richmond maintenance dredging projects as designated for SFDODS disposal in 16 
accordance with the Management Plan. 17 
 18 
The Draft GRR also accurately reflects that the Oakland and Richmond Harbors maintenance projects 19 
presently pay the costs of SFDODS disposal as a component of the annual maintenance dredging.  The 20 
Draft GRR projects the costs of dredging, transportation, and disposal of material to SFDODS for the 21 
Oakland and Richmond projects, as well as other projects that are reasonably anticipated, in light of the 22 
goals of the Management Plan, to transition to offshore disposal as the 12-year period progresses.  These 23 
projected SFDODS disposal costs are then compared with the applicable components of HWRP 24 
implementation costs to derive a comprehensive estimate of the net costs of the HWRP. 25 
 26 
L-2.2 27 
 28 
The comment letter also challenges the purported conclusion that costs of disposal of dredged material at 29 
Hamilton would be comparable to the costs of SFDODS disposal, and thus questions the derivative 30 
conclusion that maintenance dredging navigation projects would enjoy a savings—or a transportation cost 31 
differential—that is available for transfer to the HWRP as supplemental funding.  The comment appears 32 
to misapprehend the nature of the dredging costs comparison conducted in the Draft GRR. 33 
 34 
As indicated in the last sentence on page A-4, the Draft GRR compares the costs to dredge and transport 35 
material to Hamilton against the costs to dredge and transport material offshore to SFDODS for ocean 36 
disposal.  Thus, the critical comparison, resulting in a conclusion that funding represented by the 37 
transportation cost differential is available for transfer from the navigation project to the HWRP, is 38 
between the transportation costs of one disposal option  versus the other. 39 
 40 
As demonstrated in figure 6-1 of appendix A, and in the accompanying discussion on page A-5, the Draft 41 
GRR does not assume that the costs of dredged material disposal at Hamilton are comparable to the costs 42 
of disposal at SFDODS, as the comment claims.  The Draft GRR reflects an estimated cost for an 43 
illustrative navigation project of $16.63/cy to dredge, transport to, offload at, prepare, and operate the 44 
Hamilton site, as compared with an estimated $14/cy to dredge, transport to, and dispose of material at 45 
SFDODS.  The total estimated costs of Hamilton disposal for each cubic yard of dredged material are thus 46 
19% greater than the total estimated costs of SFDODS disposal.  The difference between estimated 47 
Hamilton disposal costs and estimated SFDODS disposal costs has increased as compared with the 48 
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respective estimates articulated in the 1998 HWRP Feasibility Report; the Draft GRR’s updated cost 1 
differential reflects reevaluated and adjusted estimates for HWRP and SFDODS disposal costs, both of 2 
which have increased since promulgation of the Feasibility Report. 3 
 4 
Of the estimated $16.63/cy in disposal costs at Hamilton for the navigation project selected as an 5 
illustration, the Draft GRR projects that the Federal maintenance dredging contract will cost $8/cy to 6 
dredge and transport material to Hamilton for subsequent offloading by the HWRP; all further disposal 7 
activities (reflected in the $8.63/cy balance) will be direct costs of the HWRP.  This $8/cy cost to dredge 8 
and transport material to Hamilton is substantially less than the $14/cy estimate of SFDODS disposal 9 
costs that maintenance dredging project would have experienced, if the federally cost-shared HWRP did 10 
not exist.  The Draft GRR concludes that it is appropriate, and recommends, that this estimated $6/cy 11 
“transportation differential cost” be transferred from the maintenance dredging project to the HWRP, for 12 
the reasons specified on pages A-8 through A-10. 13 
 14 
L-2.3   15 
 16 
Table 4-4 in the Water Quality section in chapter 4 of the Draft SEIR/EIS identifies the contaminants for 17 
which San Pablo Bay has been listed as an impaired water body pursuant to Section 303(d)of the Clean 18 
Water Act.  19 
As noted in mitigation WQ-4, a water quality monitoring program would be developed in compliance 20 
with the WDRs established by the SFRWQCB for the project.  The WDRs would be expected to include 21 
any relevant TMDL considerations, if they are adopted at the time the project WDRs are reviewed and 22 
adopted by the RWQCB for the BMKV expansion. 23 
 24 
L-2.4 25 
 26 
As explained in the Impact Mechanism portion of the Air Quality section in chapter 4, emissions 27 
associated with the transport of dredged material to the site are not included as they are presumed to be 28 
analyzed in the environmental compliance documentation associated with dredging projects that may 29 
propose to use BMKV as a dredged material placement location. 30 
 31 
Further, the EIR/EIS document for the 50-foot dredge project concluded that the air quality impacts of 32 
transportation of dredged material from the Port of Oakland to the HWRP were adverse, but less than 33 
significant (Oakland Harbor Navigation Improvement (-50 Foot) Project, Final Environmental Impact 34 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers/Port Of Oakland, May 1998).  35 
 36 
The key source of project-related NOx emissions is the dredged material offloading activity.  Mitigation 37 
Measure A-2 provides a number of different options to reduce the air quality impact of this activity to a 38 
less-than-significant level. 39 
 40 
L-2.5 41 
 42 
Section 5 of the GRR provides the rationale for the assumption of the construction schedule described in 43 
both the GRR and the SEIR/EIS for the various alternatives.  Funding and air quality comments were 44 
responded to above.  While absolute prediction of precise quantities and timing of available material for 45 
placement at HWRP/BMKV cannot be made, available data supports the schedule as feasible.          46 
 47 
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L-2.6 1 
 2 
GRR typos concerning costs have been corrected. 3 
 4 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5 identifies that the project sponsors would consult with DFG to determine 5 
appropriate mitigation measures and these may include establishment of buffers or timing to avoid 6 
breeding season impacts.  This is standard practice for pre-construction burrowing owl surveys. 7 
  8 

9 
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