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40-1 Individual SRSCs are responsible for CEQA compliance, as 
applicable under state law. 
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40-2 Reclamation does not concur with the commentor’s assertion 
regarding beneficial use. Publicly available diversion records 
maintained by Reclamation indicate that the SRSCs have used their 
full contract allotments in the past, and the water needs assessment 
conducted by Reclamation demonstrates water demand at full 
contract amounts in the future. Existing contract quantities are 
consistent with historical use and rights to use. Contract quantities 
under the Preferred Alternative are decreased compared to the no 
action condition. See Thematic Response No. 3 for an overview of 
Reclamation’s needs assessments. 
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40-3 The Draft EIS contains a range of alternatives that were developed to 
disclose a range of potential impacts. See Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS 
for a discussion of alternatives considered but eliminated. 
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40-4 Article 29 of the Settlement Contracts requires SRSCs to develop and 
implement a water conservation plan that has been determined by 
Reclamation to meet the conservation and efficiency criteria for 
evaluating water conservation plans established under federal law. 
Such conservation and efficiency criteria include water measurement 
requirements. The final Basinwide Water Management Plan was 
transmitted to Reclamation in October 2004. Many of the larger 
SRSCs are currently developing a Regional Water Management Plan 
to comply with Reclamation’s regional criteria for evaluating water 
management plans. 

40-5 See the 2004 Biological Opinion on the CVP-OCAP, included as 
Appendix B to this Final EIS. That document provides an analysis of 
the CVP and SWP system’s effect on threatened and listed species in 
the Central Valley. That document concluded that the proposed 
operations of the CVP and SWP – including renewal of the 
Settlement Contracts – would not likely jeopardize the continued 
existence of threatened or endangered species. Indeed, the Biological 
Opinions prepared as part of that effort documented the continuing 
improvements of some species, notably winter-run salmon. Also see 
Thematic Response No. 7 for a discussion of OCAP and the 
Settlement Contracts. 
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40-6 See Response 40-5 and Thematic Response No. 7 for a discussion of 
OCAP and the Settlement Contracts. 
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40-7 As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, the Preferred Alternative 
include a reduction in the total contract quantity based on the results 
of Reclamation’s needs assessment. See Thematic Response No. 3 for 
a discussion of the needs assessment. 

40-8 See Response to Comment 40-5 and Thematic Response No. 7 for a 
discussion of OCAP and the Settlement Contracts. 
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40-9 See Thematic Response No. 1 for a discussion of the history of the 
Settlement Contracts. Also see Thematic Response No. 5 for a 
discussion of the incremental impacts outlined in the EIS. 

40-10 See Thematic Response No. 1 for a discussion of the history of the 
Settlement Contracts. Also see Thematic Response No. 5 for a 
discussion of the incremental impacts outlined in the EIS. 
Reclamation disagrees with the commentor’s assertion of unused 
water. See Thematic Response No. 3 for a discussion of 
Reclamation’s water needs assessment. 

 

No. 40 

40-9 

40-10 



SPECIFIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 

RDD/043130006 (NLH2814.DOC) 3-132 

 

 

Public Meeting Transcript, Continued 

40-11 Again, Reclamation disagrees with the commentor’s assertion of 
unused water. See Response to Comment 40-10. Also, see Thematic 
Response No. 3 for a discussion of Reclamation’s water needs 
assessment. Renewal of the Settlement Contracts is consistent with 
the programs cited by the commentor. 

40-12 See Thematic Response No. 7 for a description of the CVP-OCAP 
and its relationship to the SRSCs. Also see Appendix C to this Final 
EIS for a full description of CVP-OCAP, including Delta operations. 
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40-13 See Thematic Response No. 6 for a description of the water transfers, 
with special emphasis on the SRSCs. 

40-14 See Thematic Response No. 4, Administrative Process, for a 
discussion of the length of the comment period. 
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40-15 Comment noted. For a discussion of biological impacts, see 
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS. 
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40-16 Comment noted. For a discussion of biological impacts, see 
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS. 
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40-17 Comment noted. For a discussion of biological impacts, see 
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS. Also see Thematic Response No. 8 for a 
discussion of fish screen efforts of the SRSCs. 

40-18 Comment noted. For a discussion of biological impacts, see 
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS. Also see Thematic Response No. 8 for a 
discussion of fish screen efforts of the SRSCs. 

 
 

 

No. 40 

40-17 

40-18 



SPECIFIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 

RDD/043240002 (NLH2828.DOC) 3-139 

 

 

Public Meeting Transcript, Continued 

40-19 Comment noted. See Thematic Response No. 1 for a discussion of 
the history of the SRSCs. Also see Thematic Response No. 4, 
Administrative Process, for a discussion of the length of the 
comment period. 
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40-20 See Thematic Response No. 7 for a discussion of the relationship of 
the SRSCs to CVP-OCAP. Also see Thematic Response No. 3 for a 
discussion of the water needs assessment. 

40-21 See Thematic Response No. 6 for a discussion of potential water 
transfers. 

 

No. 40 

 
40-20 

40-21 



SPECIFIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 

RDD/043240002 (NLH2828.DOC) 3-143 

 

 

Public Meeting Transcript, Continued 

40-22 See Thematic Response No. 2 for a discussion of the project’s 
relationship to CVPIA. See page 1-10 of the Draft EIS for a 
description of the relationship to the CVPIA PEIS. Also see 
Appendix C for a detailed description of CVP operations. 

40-23 See Thematic Response No. 7 for a discussion of the relationship of 
the SRSCs to CVP-OCAP. Appendix B of this document presents the 
full NOAA-Fisheries CVP-OCAP Biological Opinion. 

40-24 See Thematic Response No. 3 for a discussion of the water needs 
assessments. Also see Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS for a discussion of 
the cumulative condition. 
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40-25 See Thematic Response No. 3 for a discussion of the water needs 
assessments. The Settlement Contracts are consistent with state and 
federal law. 

40-26 Conjunctive use projects are not part of the Settlement Contract 
renewal process. Therefore, they were not considered as part of the 
groundwater analysis in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS. 

40-27 See Table V-1 of the Draft EIS for a discussion of possible new 
storage projects, particularly as they relate to CVPIA. At this time, 
there are no plans to develop Sites Reservoir. Execution of 
Settlement Contracts is independent of any potential storage project 
that may be considered in the future. 
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40-28 The cumulative analysis included in the Draft EIS references a 
number of projects and processes. See Table V-1 in the Draft EIS for 
a complete list. See page 1-10 for a list of projects included in the 
CVP-OCAP. Notably, the Draft EIS found that the reduction in total 
contract quantities in the Preferred Alternative relative to the No 
Action Alternative would increase the flexibility of the CVP in 
meeting future obligations. 

40-29 Comment noted. See Thematic Response No. 4, Administrative 
Process, for a discussion of the length of the comment period. 
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40-30 See Thematic Response No. 6 regarding water transfers. 
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40-31 See Thematic Response No. 5 regarding incremental impacts in the 
EIS. Also, please see Thematic Response No. 7 for a description of 
the OCAP process. That document provides an analysis of the CVP 
and SWP system’s effect on threatened and listed species in the 
Central Valley. That document concluded that the proposed 
operations of the CVP and SWP – including renewal of the 
Settlement Contracts – would not likely jeopardize the continued 
existence of threatened or endangered species. Indeed the Biological 
Opinions prepared as part of that effort documented the continuing 
improvements of some species, notably winter-run salmon. 

40-32 See Thematic Response No. 5 regarding incremental impacts in the 
EIS. Also, see Thematic Response No. 7 for a description of the 
OCAP process. That document provides an analysis of the CVP and 
SWP system’s effect on threatened and listed species in the Central 
Valley. That document concluded that the proposed operations of 
the CVP and SWP – including renewal of the Settlement Contracts – 
would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or 
endangered species. Indeed the Biological Opinions prepared as part 
of that effort documented the continuing improvements of some 
species, notably winter-run salmon. Operations of Shasta Reservoir 
with regard to carryover storage requirements and temperature 
management in the Sacramento River are outlined on page 219 of the 
NOAA-Fisheries BO for CVP-OCAP. 
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40-33 Commentor notes that certain restoration elements of CVPIA have 
not been fully implemented, specifically including fish populations 
under AFRP. As noted in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, there would be 
no impact under the Preferred Alternative compared to the No 
Action Alternative. Analyses in the Draft EIS that concluded there 
were no adverse impactS from the Preferred Alternative were not 
dependent on potential future improvements under CVPIA or any 
other restoration program. see Thematic Response No. 2 for a 
discussion of the relationship between CVPIA and the SRSCss. For 
an assessment of risk to fish in the Sacramento River, please see the 
BO on the CVP-OCAP. That document found that the proposed 
operations of the CVP and SWP – including renewal of the 
Settlement Contracts – would not likely jeopardize the continued 
existence of threatened or endangered species. 

40-34 Renewal of the Settlement Contracts is unrelated to minimum flows 
in Clear Creek. For a description of overall operations, see 
Appendix C of this Final EIS. Page 221 outlines requirements for 
Clear Creek. 

40-35 Renewal of the Settlement Contracts is unrelated to operation of 
RBDD and delivery of water via the Tehama-Colusa Canal. 
Likewise, potential fishery restoration on Stony Creek is unrelated to 
the renewal of Settlement Contracts. For a description of overall 
operations, see Appendix C of this Final EIS. Page 155 of 
Appendix C describes operations at Stony Creek in relation to the 
Tehama-Colusa Canal. 

 

No. 40 

 
40-32,  
cont’d 

 
40-33 

 
40-34 

 
40-35 



SPECIFIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 

RDD/043240002 (NLH2828.DOC) 3-149 

 

 

Public Meeting Transcript, Continued 

40-36 Given water use would not change between the No Action 
Alternative and the action alternatives, agricultural drainage water 
quantity and quality within the Colusa Basin Drain would not be 
different whether the No Action Alternative or one of the action 
alternatives were adopted. See Response to Comment 6-16 for a 
more detailed consideration of the Colusa Basin Drain. 

40-37 Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, consideration has been given 
to economies, communities, and the environment, consistent with 
the requirements of NEPA. See Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS for a 
discussion of these topics. 

40-38 See Thematic Response No. 5 for a discussion of the difference 
between the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative. 
Also see Thematic Resposne No. 6 for a discussion of water 
transfers. 
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40-39 Comment noted. Reclamation maintains that the Draft and Final EIS 
comply with NEPA. 
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40-40 Comment noted. See Thematic Response No. 4, Administrative 
Process, for a discussion of the length of the comment period. 
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40-41 See Thematic Response No. 5 regarding incremental impacts in the 
EIS. Also, see Thematic Response No. 7 for a description of the 
OCAP process. That document provides an analysis of the CVP and 
SWP system’s effect on threatened and listed species in the Central 
Valley. That document concluded that the proposed operations of 
the CVP and SWP – including renewal of the Settlement Contracts – 
would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or 
endangered species. Indeed, the Biological Opinions prepared as 
part of that effort documented the continuing improvements of 
some species, notably winter-run salmon. Operations of Shasta 
Reservoir with regard to carryover storage requirements and 
temperature management in the Sacramento River are outlined on 
page 219 of the NOAA-Fisheries BO for CVP-OCAP. 
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40-42 Reclamation inadvertently omitted the identification of Indian trust 
assets within the SRSC study area on page 5-3 of the Draft EIS. This 
has been corrected in the redline version of the corrected EIS 
available in Chapter 4 to this Final EIS. However, Reclamation 
correctly identified all six tribes on page 3-143 of the Draft EIS. 
Indian trust assets exist on the trust lands of the following: 

• Redding Rancharia in Shasta County 

• Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians in Tehama County 

• Grindstone Rancheria in Glenn County 

• Cachil Dehe Band of Wintun Indians of the Colusa Indian 
Community in Colusa County 

• Cortina Band of Wintun Indians of the Cortina Rancheria in 
Colusa County 

• Rumsey Indian Rancheria of Wintun Indians in Yolo County 

However, Reclamation concludes that future execution of the SRSCs 
does not adversely affect the use, quality, character, or nature of the 
six tribes’ trust assets located in the SRSC study area. Therefore, 
Reclamation concludes there are no impacts to the Indian trust assets 
of the Redding, Paskenta, Grindstone Colusa, Cortina, or Rumsey 
Tribes as a result of SRSC execution. 

40-43 See Thematic Response No. 2 for a discussion of the relationship 
between the Settlement Contracts and CALFED. 
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40-44 Comment noted. Consideration of potential congressional action is 
beyond the scope of this document. 
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40-45 See Table V-1 of the Draft EIS for a discussion of possible new 
storage projects, particularly as they relate to the CVPIA. At this 
time, there are no plans to raise Shasta Dam, although some 
consideration of the potential costs and benefits of such a raise are 
under consideration. Execution of Settlement Contracts is 
independent of any potential storage project that may be considered 
in the future. 

40-46 Any potential increase to Shasta Dam would be the subject of a 
separate NEPA process. There is no causal relationship between 
renewal of the Settlement Contracts and potential raise of Shasta 
Dam or potential construction of Sites Reservoir. 
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40-47 See Response to Comment 40-42. 

40-48 See Response to Comment 40-42. Reclamation contends that it has 
met its obligation to consider Indian trust assets in this case. 
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4-49 See Thematic Response No. 1 for a discussion of the history of the 
Settlement Contracts. Also see Thematic Response No. 2 for a 
discussion of the Settlement Contracts as they relate to CALFED. See 
Thematic Response No. 5 for a discussion of the incremental effects 
of contract renewal. 
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40-50 Comment noted. See Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS for a discussion of 
the socioeconomic resources and impacts affected by the 
alternatives. 

40-51 See Thematic Response No. 2 for a discussion of the Settlement 
Contracts as they relate to CVPIA and CALFED. 
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40-52 Comment noted. Related projects and activities are also outlined on 
page 1-9 of the Draft EIS. 
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40-53 See Thematic Response No. 7 for a description of the Settlement 
Contracts as they relate to OCAP. 
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40-54 See the 2004 Biological Opinion on the CVP-OCAP, included as 
Appendix B to this Final EIS. That document provides an analysis of 
the CVP and SWP system’s effect on threatened and listed species in 
the Central Valley. That document concluded that the proposed 
operations of the CVP and SWP – including renewal of the 
Settlement Contracts – would not likely jeopardize the continued 
existence of threatened or endangered species. Indeed, the Biological 
Opinions prepared as part of that effort documented the continuing 
improvements of some species, notably winter-run salmon. Also see 
Thematic Response No. 7 for a discussion of OCAP and the 
Settlement Contracts. 

40-55 See page 1-10 of the Draft EIS for a summary of the future actions 
included in the OCAP consultation. 
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40-56 Comment noted. See Thematic Response No. 5 for a discussion of 
the incremental impacts of implementing the Preferred Alternative. 
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40-57 Please see Thematic Response No. 3 for a discussion of the water 
needs analysis and the historical use of water. Renewal of the 
Settlement Contracts is unrelated to studies evaluating the potential 
raising of Shasta Dam. 

40-58 See Thematic Response No. 2 for a discussion of the term of the 
contracts. See Thematic Response No. 7 for a discussion of the 
relationship between OCAP and the Settlement Contracts. 
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40-59 The NOAA-Fisheries Biological Opinion is included as Appendix B 
to this document. That document concluded that the proposed 
operations of the CVP and SWP – including renewal of the 
Settlement Contracts – would not likely jeopardize the continued 
existence of threatened or endangered species. Indeed, the Biological 
Opinions prepared as part of that effort documented the continuing 
improvements of some species, notably winter-run salmon. 

40-60 Comment noted. Reclamation takes seriously its obligation to 
involve the public in its decisionmaking process. For this project, 
every comment on the EIS has been considered for its content and 
possible effect on the EIS and the ultimate decision regarding 
implementation of an alternative. 
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40-61 Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, the entire contract renewal 
process has been open to the public. Consideration of public 
comments on the Draft EIS has been consistent with the 
requirements of NEPA. Comment noted. Information about future 
projects is available on the Mid-Pacific website, at 
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/. 
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40-62 Comment noted. Please also see Response 40-61. 

40-63 See Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS for a discussion of communities in the 
study area. 
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