Chapter 7

Non-Government Organization Comments

This section contains copies of the comment letters received from nongovernment organization agencies. Each letter is followed by responses to the
comments presented in each letter. Responses to comments are individually
numbered in sequence, corresponding to the numbering assigned to comments
within each comment letter. The responses are prepared in answer to the full text
of the original comment.
Table 7-1. Non-Government Organizations Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIS/EIR and the
Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR
Comment
Letter No.

Date

Agency/Organization

Name

Draft EIS/EIR (July 2003)
NGO1

08/12/03

Mt. Lassen trout Farms, Inc.

Phil Mackey, President

NGO2

08/21/03

Mt. Lassen Trout Farms, Inc.

Phil Mackey, President

NGO3

08/22/03

Friends of the River

Marc E. Christopher

NGO4

08/26/03

Battle Creek Watershed
Conservancy

Larry Lucas, Secretary, BCWC Board

NGO5

08/26/03

Pacific Coast Federation of
Fishermen’s Associations

W.F. “Zeke” Grader, Jr., Executive Director

NGO6

09/01/03

Federation of Fly Fishers,
Northern California Council

Robert Ferroggiaro, Vice President, Conservation

NGO7

09/08/03

Associated Students,
government affairs

Annie Sherman, Environmental Affairs
Commissioner

NGO8

10/13/03

Battle Creek Watershed
Conservancy

Sharon Paquin-Gilmore, Watershed Coordinator

NGO9

10/13/03

Warren Quan Oasis Springs
Lodge

Warren Quan

NGO10

10/14/03

Associated Students,
government affairs

Annie Sherman, Commissioner of Environmental
Affairs

NGO11

10/14/03

Central Valley Project Water
Association

Robert F. Stockhouse, Manager

NGO12

10/14/03

NorCal Fishing Guides and
Sportsmen’s Association

WB Scott Ferris
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Comment
Letter No.

Date

Agency/Organization

Name

NGO13

10/14/03

Remy, Thomas and Moose,
LLP

Osha R. Meserve

NGO14

10/14/03

Sierra Pacific Industries

Steve du Chesne, RPF

NGO15

10/15/03

Outfitters Properties

Kerry L. Burke

NGO16

10/15/03

The Nature Conservancy

Mike Roberts

NGO17

10/15/03

Pacific Gas and Electric
Company

Todd Johnson, Project Manager

NGO18

10/16/03

Friends of the River

Steven L. Evans, Conservation Director

NGO19

10/16/03

Friends of the River
Conservation Coalition

Steven L. Evans, Conservation Director

Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR (February 2005)
NGO20

03/15/05

The Anglers Committee

The Anglers Committee Board of Directors

NGO21

04/28/05

Outfitters Properties

Kerry L. Burke

NGO22

04/29/05

Friends of the River

Steven L. Evans, Conservation Director

NGO23

04/29/05

Pacific Coast Federation of
Fishermen’s Associations

W.F. “Zeke” Grader, Jr., Executive Director

NGO24

04/29/05

Pacific Gas and Electric
Company

Angela Risdon, License Coordinator

NGO25

05/18/05

Outfitters Properties

Kerry L. Burke
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Letter NGO1

NGO1-1

NGO1-2

NGO1-3

Non-Government Organization Comments

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

Comment Letter NGO1—Mt. Lassen Trout Farms,
Inc., Phil Mackey, President,
Biological Resources Branch (August 12, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO1-1
Reclamation and the State Water Board are aware of the concern that trout
produced by MLTF’s Jeffcoat and Willow Springs aquaculture facilities could
become infected with serious or catastrophic fish diseases, such as the IHN virus,
once the Restoration Project is implemented and anadromous fish populations are
restored in Battle Creek. Infected MLTF trout could then be distributed to other
water bodies in the state of California that may not carry such fish diseases and
infect those water bodies, and could potentially infect fish populations in these
waters as well. This impact has been identified in Section 4.1, Fish. The
increased risk of disease could also adversely affect the beneficial use of waters
at MLTF as well as for the state of California. These impacts have been
identified in Section 4.4, Water Quality. If MLTF trout were to become infected,
this could seriously affect MLTF’s ability to market their fish and potentially
adversely affect their ability to continue viable business operations. The
socioeconomic effect is identified under Section 4.16, Other NEPA Analyses.
Since the release of Draft EIS/EIR in 2003, Reclamation and the State Water
Board have worked closely with MLTF to develop measures to address the
impacts listed above. This Final EIS/EIR has been revised to include updates to
the mitigation measures as described under Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish, in
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. Implementation of these measures will reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Master Response E provides additional information relating to how this impact
has been analyzed and addressed.

Response to Comment NGO1-2
As mentioned in the response to Comment NGO1-1, mitigation is proposed that
would reduce impacts associated with transferring serious fish diseases to farmed
trout to a less-than-significant level. For more information, refer to the
mitigation proposed to address Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1 of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment NGO1-3
Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the
public hearing. Although the hearing was not rescheduled, in response to this
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request Reclamation and the State Water Board extended the public comment
period by 30 days from the original end date (September 16, 2003). The public
comment period for the Draft EIS/EIR ended on October 16, 2003.
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NGO2-1

NGO2-2

NGO2-3

NGO2-4

Non-Government Organization Comments

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

Comment Letter NGO2—Mt. Lassen Trout, Inc.,
Phil Mackey, President (August 21, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO2-1
Since release of the 2003 Final EIS/EIR, Reclamation and the State Water Board
have recirculated a Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR, which includes
significant new information regarding MLTF. For more information regarding
additions to the Final EIS/EIR, see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and
Master Response E.

Response to Comment NGO2-2
Please see the response to Comment NGO2-1.

Response to Comment NGO2-3
Reclamation and the State Water Board assume that impacts on rural
communities referred to in this comment are related to the increased risk of
serious and catastrophic fish diseases in Battle Creek. Impact 4.1-8 and Impacts
4.4-3 and 4.4-4 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR address significant impacts
associated with infecting other fish populations and other waters, respectively, in
the state of California that could be affected by the increased risk of transferring
anadromous fish diseases from Battle Creek to Mount Lassen Trout Farm farmed
trout. Please see Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish, and Impacts 4.4-3 and 4.4-4
in Section 4.4, Water Quality, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR for more
information. Please also see Master Response E in Chapter 2 of this volume.

Response to Comment NGO2-4
In response to this request, Reclamation and the State Water Board extended the
comment period by 30 days from the original end date (September 16, 2003).
The public comment period for the Draft EIS/EIR ended on October 16, 2003.
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U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

Comment Letter NGO3—Friends of the River,
Marc E. Christopher (August 22, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO3-1
In response to this request, Reclamation and the State Water Board extended the
comment period by 30 days from the original end date (September 16, 2003).
The public comment period for the draft document ended on October 16, 2003.
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U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board
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NGO4-1

NGO4-2

NGO4-3

NGO4-4

Non-Government Organization Comments

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

Comment Letter NGO4—Battle Creek Watershed
Conservancy, Larry Lucas, Secretary,
BCWC Board (August 26, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO4-1
Please see the response to Comment NGO1-1.

Response to Comment NGO4-2
In response to this request, Reclamation and the State Water Board extended the
comment period by 30 days from the original end date (September 16, 2003).
The public comment period for the Draft EIS/EIR ended on October 16, 2003.

Response to Comment NGO4-3
Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the
public comment period to a date following the October 2003 technical workshop
presented by the CBDA. In response to this request, Reclamation and the State
Water Board extended the comment period by 30 days from the original end date
(September 16, 2003). The public comment period for the Draft EIS/EIR ended
on October 16, 2003.
Since the close of the public comment period for the Draft EIS/EIR, Reclamation
and the State Water Board have recirculated portions of the EIS/EIR that are
considered significant new information in the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised
EIR. This has allowed additional time for new information regarding the
Coleman National Fish Hatchery to be added to Chapter 6, Projects that Support
the Restoration Project Purpose and Need, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.
For more information regarding the relationship between the Coleman National
Fish Hatchery and the Restoration Project, see Master Response D.

Response to Comment NGO4-4
In response to this request, Reclamation and the State Water Board extended the
comment period by 30 days from the original end date (September 16, 2003).
The public comment period ended for the Draft EIS/EIR on October 16, 2003.
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U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report

July 2005

7-10

J&S 03035.03

Letter NGO5
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Non-Government Organization Comments

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

Comment Letter NGO5—Pacific Coast Federation
of Fisherman’s Associations, W.F. “Zeke” Grader,
Jr., Executive Director, Secretary, BCWC Board
(August 27, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO5-1
In response to this request, Reclamation and the State Water Board extended the
comment period by 30 days from the original end date (September 16, 2003).
The public comment period for the draft document ended on October 16, 2003.
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NGO6-1

NGO6-2

Non-Government Organization Comments

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

Comment Letter NGO6—Federation of Flyfishers,
Northern California Council, Robert Ferroggiaro,
Vice President (September 2, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO6-1
This response assumes that the commentor is referring to the Eight Dam
Removal Alternative, which includes the removal of Eagle Canyon, North Battle
Creek, and Inskip Diversion Dams in addition to the five dams proposed under
the Restoration Project’s Proposed Action (i.e., the Five Dam Removal
Alternative). As mentioned in Chapter 3 under the discussion of the Eight Dam
Removal Alternative in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, the Eight Dam Removal
Alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it did not meet the
objective of the Restoration Project to minimize the loss of hydroelectric power.
With respect to the comment to remove the Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam,
specifically, removal of this dam was analyzed in this EIS/EIR under the Six
Dam Removal Alternative. Many factors were considered when determining
which dams to leave in place and which to remove, including the accessibility of
the dams, the incremental biological benefits, and the maintenance of a reliable
Hydroelectric Project.
While there is a certain amount of biological uncertainty associated with leaving
any of the dams in place, it is expected that the fish facilities that would be
constructed at North Battle Creek Feeder, Eagle Canyon, and Inksip Diversion
Dams (as proposed under the Five Dam Removal Alternative) would provide
safe fish passage comparable to the conditions that would occur if the dams were
removed. The analysis presented in this Final EIS/EIR concludes that there will
not be a significant difference in the population level response of salmon and
steelhead as a result of passage impacts associated with retaining or removing a
dam. The analysis is based on a population-level response rather than an
individual level, consistent with the requirements of the ESA. The general
reason the proposed fish screens and fish ladders are not expected to cause an
adverse affect on the population level is that the dams in Battle Creek are small
relative to the stream channel morphology and the fish ladders and screens are
large. More importantly, the fish screens and fish ladders meet or exceed the
standards and criteria required for screens and ladders throughout the state of
California. Similar installations of modern screens and/or ladders on streams
have been granted approvals under the ESA that the facilities will protect the
species at the population level. Any problems that may arise with the fish
screens or ladders would occur for a limited amount of time and would not affect
the population as a whole. Much research has gone into designing state-of-theart fish passage facilities at each of the dams that would be left in place,
including Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam. All fish ladder and fish screen designs
were approved by the fishery agencies (i.e., DFG and NOAA Fisheries).
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Therefore, removal of the Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam would not represent a
significant improvement in habitat or passage conditions over those predicted for
the Five Dam Removal Alternative.
Because the incremental biological benefit of removing an additional dam would
be small, further consideration was given to other factors in selecting the
Proposed Action, namely, the ability of an alternative to minimize the loss of
hydroelectric power and maintain a reliable Hydroelectric Project. Because the
Five Dam Removal Alternative minimizes the loss of hydroelectric power,
provides a lower cost alternative to PG&E’s customers, and maintains a more
reliable Hydroelectric Project, it was selected as the Proposed Action. For more
information regarding the effects of the Action Alternatives on hydropower and
system reliability, see Section 4.16, Power Generation and Economics, in
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. For additional information regarding the factors
considered in selecting which dams to remove as well as a discussion of the Eight
Dam Removal Alternative, see Master Response B.

Response to Comment NGO6-2
Please see the response to Comment NGO6-1.

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report

July 2005

7-14

J&S 03035.03

Letter NGO7
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Non-Government Organization Comments

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

Comment Letter NGO7—California State University,
Chico, Associated Students—Government Affairs,
Annie Sherman, Environmental Affairs
Commissioner (September 2, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO7-1
This comment refers to the Eight Dam Removal Alternative, which was not
analyzed as an Action Alternative in this EIS/EIR because it did not meet a basic
project objective to minimize the loss of hydroelectric power produced by the
Hydroelectric Project. However, a comparison of the Eight Dam Removal
Alternative to the Proposed Action was conducted outside of the NEPA/CEQA
document to determine whether an alternative should be added to the EIS/EIR
analyses based on a request from CBDA. This analysis took place following
public circulation of the Final EIS/EIR (July through October 2003). Based on
the results of this analysis, it was concluded that the Eight Dam Removal
Alternative did not constitute a feasible alternative; however, a discussion of the
Eight Dam Removal Alternative was added to Chapter 3 under the heading, Eight
Dam Removal Alternative, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR as an alternative
that was eliminated from further consideration. For additional information, see
Master Response B.
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Letter NGO8

NGO8-1

NGO8-2

NGO8-3

NGO8-4

NGO8-5

NGO8-6

NGO8-7

NGO8-8
NGO8-9
NGO8-10

NGO8-11

NGO8-12

NGO8-13

NGO8-14

NGO8-15
NGO8-16
NGO8-17
NGO8-18

NGO8-19

NGO8-20
NGO8-21
NGO8-22

NGO8-23

NGO8-24

NGO8-25

NGO8-26

NGO8-27

Non-Government Organization Comments

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

Comment Letter NGO8—Battle Creek Watershed
Conservancy, Sharon Paquin-Gilmore,
Watershed Coordinator (October 13, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO8-1
Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledged the request to extend the
public comment period and believe that a 30-day extension to the public
comment period provided adequate time for the Draft EIS/EIR to be reviewed by
the public and for comments to be submitted.

Response to Comment NGO8-2
As mentioned in the response to Comment NGO1-1, mitigation measures are
identified under Impact 4.1-8, in Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR to
reduce the impacts relating to MLTF to a less-than-significant level. For more
information on this issue, see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master
Response E.
With respect to concerns about the Coleman National Fish Hatchery, although
hatchery operations do affect fisheries management in the Battle Creek
watershed, issues relating to the operation of the hatchery are considered to be
outside the scope of the Restoration Project. However, recirculation of a portion
of the EIS/EIR as the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR has allowed
additional time for new information regarding the Coleman National Fish
Hatchery to be added to Chapter 6, “Related Projects,” in Volume I of this Final
EIS/EIR (under the section titled California Bay-Delta Authority Science Review
Workshop of Battle Creek regarding new information concerning the
management of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery).
In response to concerns about the hatchery, the CBDA Science Program
convened an independent technical panel of scientists (i.e., the Coleman Science
Panel) and held a public workshop October 7–8, 2003, to discuss how the
Coleman National Fish Hatchery could adversely affect the Restoration Project.
The Coleman Science Panel findings are compiled in a report titled Compatibility
of Coleman National Fish Hatchery Operations and Restoration of Anadromous
Salmonids in Battle Creek (January 24, 2004). Among the findings, the Coleman
Science Panel stated that an AMP is essential and that the adaptive process
should be capable of changing management priorities, including those at
Coleman National Fish Hatchery.
In February 2004, CBDA held another public workshop, and staff from
Reclamation, the agency responsible for funding Coleman National Fish
Hatchery, and staff from the USFWS, the agency responsible for operating
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Coleman National Fish Hatchery, publicly recognized the need for adaptive
management at Coleman National Fish Hatchery.
In April 2004, the PMT drafted the Proposal to Facilitate and Develop an
Adaptive Management Plan for Coleman National Fish Hatchery for
consideration by BCWG, dated April 7, 2004. The Proposal to Facilitate and
Develop an Adaptive Management Plan for Coleman National Fish Hatchery is
included with the overall proposal requesting additional funds for the Restoration
Project, which was submitted to the CALFED ERP in March 2005 by
Reclamation on behalf of the PMT.
For more information on the relationship between hatchery operations and the
Restoration Project, see Master Response D.

Response to Comment NGO8-3
The statement that the EIS/EIR does not sufficiently address the impacts on the
local community is not specific enough to evaluate the implied deficiencies. The
Draft EIS/EIR addressed several areas of potential impact on the local
community, including water, land use, aesthetics and visual resources,
transportation, noise, air quality, public health and safety, public services and
utilities, recreation, and cultural resources. However, the Final EIS/EIR has
clarified analyses and incorporated additional information in several areas that
may be considered impacts on the local community. Some areas that have been
clarified in the Final EIS/EIR include prevention and response to potential
wildfire related to construction activities (see responses to Comments S1-1
through S1-4), ensuring traffic safety (see Impact 4.9-1), protections of existing
beneficial uses of surface and groundwater (see the Environmental Commitments
presented in Chapter 3, “Project Alternatives,” Impacts 4.4-1 through 4.4-7, and
Impact 4.3-1 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR), potential adverse effects to
tourism at Oasis Springs Lodge (see responses to Comment Letter NGO9),
ecological impacts and property rights at Rocky Springs Ranch (see responses to
Comment Letter NGO15), project-related impacts along Wildcat Canal (see
responses to Comment Letters I1 and I2), compatibility of Coleman National
Fish Hatchery operations with the Restoration Project (see Master Response D),
and socioeconomic considerations related to MLTF (see Master Response E).
The question of whether the Restoration Project can succeed cannot be answered
with absolute certainty. It is not possible to predict the future production of any
population of organisms in the wild with absolute certainty because of the vast
number of interrelated natural and human-induced factors. Factors affecting
Battle Creek fishery populations stretch from the Battle Creek watershed to the
Pacific Ocean, and most factors cannot be controlled by the Restoration Project.
However, the AMP does address uncertainty while trying to attain project
success by outlining a series of objectives with monitoring, timelines, trigger
points, response limits, response evaluation, and endpoints.
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It also is not clear from the comment how the project success is expected to relate
to impacts on the local community. The Restoration Project agency participants
have previously confirmed support to continue current land uses in the Battle
Creek watershed in a letter to the BCWC from the USFWS, NOAA Fisheries,
Reclamation, and DFG, dated September 20, 2001 (four-agency letter, see
Appendix B in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR), as watershed land uses were
deemed compatible with the restoration of anadromous salmonids. Major
changes in future land use would need to be reevaluated for compatibility with
environmental standards, but the agencies cannot predict any such changes.
Also, as stated in the four-agency letter, the Restoration Project agency
participants have determined that over the past decades, PG&E and its
predecessors have collected all the water rights needed for reallocation to the
Restoration Project, as provided for in the Restoration Project MOU (Appendix
A in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR).

Response to Comment NGO8-4
The commentor states that the Draft EIS/EIR did not adequately address
significant factors that would affect the success of the Restoration Project
because they are not in the official project area. Although no specific factors are
mentioned, it is assumed that this comment is referencing the Coleman National
Fish Hatchery, which is located outside (downstream of) the lower project limit
and could have adverse effects on the Restoration Project. As mentioned in the
response to Comment NGO8-2, although hatchery operations do affect fisheries
management in the Battle Creek watershed, issues relating to the operation of the
hatchery are considered to be outside the scope of the Restoration Project.
However, recirculation of a portion of the EIS/EIR as the Draft Supplemental
EIS/Revised EIR has allowed for additional time to incorporate new information
regarding the Coleman National Fish Hatchery into Chapter 6 in Volume I of this
Final EIS/EIR (under the section titled California Bay-Delta Authority Science
Review Workshop of Battle Creek regarding new information concerning the
management of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery). For more information on
the relationship between hatchery operations and the Restoration Project, see
Master Response D.

Response to Comment NGO8-5
This comment has been noted and individual concerns of the Battle Creek
Watershed Conservancy (BCWC) are addressed in the responses to Comments
NGO8-6 through NGO8-13 (see below).

Response to Comment NGO8-6
Please see the response to Comment NGO8-3.
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Response to Comment NGO8-7
Please see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and refer to Master Response E.

Response to Comment NGO8-8
According to this comment, public policy issues have not been adequately
addressed in the EIS/EIR, especially in areas such as wildfire prevention and
mitigation, traffic safety issues, and environmental impacts associated with
construction.
Fire safety is discussed in Section 4.12, Public Health and Safety, under Impact
4.12-5 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. The Reclamation Safety and Health
Standards, (Standards) which are a part of all of Reclamation’s standard
contracts, require that a fire prevention plan be prepared for each job site.
Adherence to these project requirements will reduce the risk of fire to a less-thansignificant level.
Impacts resulting from increased construction traffic are discussed under Impact
4.9-1 in the Environmental Consequences discussion of Section 4.9,
Transportation, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. Based on this analysis, the
traffic impact on state, county, and private roads is considered to be less than
significant with adherence to the standards mentioned above. In addition to the
improvements specified under Impact 4.9-2 in Section 4.9, the Standards would
also require the contractor to submit a comprehensive written safety program to
Reclamation, including procedures for flagging and posting signage to facilitate
the safe passage of traffic.
In response to the comment regarding impacts associated with construction, the
state and federal lead agencies agree that the EIS/EIR adequately analyzes
environmental impacts associated with construction and implementation of the
Restoration Project. However, it should be noted that detailed construction
activities for some project sites (e.g., South Diversion Dam) might not be
developed until a future date. In the event that the proposed design would result
in a new or more significant environmental impact, Reclamation will prepare a
supplemental analysis to the Final EIS/EIR and recirculate that portion of the
document for public comment.

Response to Comment NGO8-9
Justification for the increase in project costs has been provided in the March
2005 revised proposal to CBDA.
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Response to Comment NGO8-10
Responses to comments made in the TRP Report were submitted by the Battle
Creek PMT to the CBDA ERP selection panel at public meetings that took place
between January and May 2004. For more information summarizing these
responses, please see Master Response A. At the request of the TRP, the Eight
Dam Removal Alternative was explored and compared to the Restoration Project
Proposed Action (Five Dam Removal Alternative). A Public Workshop
regarding this specific issue was held on March 15, 2004, to discuss information
regarding the economics (replacement power costs), habitat benefits, and
process/schedule impacts of an eight dam removal scenario verses the Proposed
Action. The results of this analysis are presented in Further Biological Analyses
for Information Presented at the Public Meeting Held in Red Bluff, California, on
March 15, 2004, Regarding the Differences between the Five Dam Removal
Alternative and the Eight Dam Removal Alternative (California Department of
Fish and Game 2004). For more information regarding the Eight Dam Removal
Alternative, please see Master Response B. Additional information is available
at:
http://calwater.ca.gov/Programs/EcosystemRestoration/EcosystemBattleCreek.shtml and
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/battlecreek/

Response to Comment NGO8-11
The Coleman National Fish Hatchery is a related project and, accordingly, has
been described as such in Chapter 6 under Projects That Could Directly Affect or
Be Affected by the Restoration Project, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. In
addition, the potential adverse effects of Coleman National Fish Hatchery
operations on the Restoration Project have been acknowledged in the report titled
Compatibility of Coleman National Fish Hatchery Operations and Restoration of
Anadromous Salmonids in Battle Creek (Buseck et. al. 2004). Although hatchery
operations do affect fisheries management in the Battle Creek watershed, issues
relating to the operation of the hatchery are considered to be outside the scope of
the Restoration Project. However, recirculation of the Draft Supplemental
EIS/Revised EIR has allowed for new information regarding the Coleman
National Fish Hatchery to be added to Chapter 6 in Volume I of this Final
EIS/EIR (under the section titled California Bay-Delta Authority Science Review
Workshop of Battle Creek regarding new information concerning the
management of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery). This information includes
updates on the biological opinion in question. As discussed in Chapter 6, a
biological opinion on Coleman National Fish Hatchery operations has not been
completed. A draft of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery Section 7 Biological
Assessment (BA) was distributed for review in October 2000. In the response to
Comments received, several changes and additions were made, and a final BA
was sent to NOAA Fisheries in June 2001. NOAA Fisheries has not yet
completed the biological opinion for this Section 7 consultation. As a result of
the delay, NOAA Fisheries has authorized the USFWS to conduct fish
propagation activities through extensions of the previous biological opinion, with
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several modifications to hatchery operations being covered under reconsultations
between NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS. For more information on the
relationship between hatchery operations and the Restoration Project, see Master
Response D.

Response to Comment NGO8-12
Although the 1999 Kier Associates report addresses operations of Coleman
National Fish Hatchery and its relation to the Restoration Project, it is not
necessary to include the report in the EIS/EIR. An overview of operations at the
Coleman National Fish Hatchery and associated regulations under the ESA are
described in Chapter 6 under Coleman National Fish Hatchery, in Volume I of
this Final EIS/EIR. Several additional sources of information also exist for the
Coleman National Fish Hatchery, including:
 the

Coleman National Fish Hatchery Biological Assessment (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 2001b);

 Coleman

and Livingston Stone National Fish Hatchery Management
Alternatives document signed by USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, Reclamation,
and DFG (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service et al. 2002);

 a

report stemming from a public workshop on Coleman National Fish
Hatchery operations held on October 7–8, 2003 (Technical Review Panel
2004); and

 a

report titled, Review of the Steelhead Supplementation Program in Battle
Creek. (Coleman National Fish Hatchery Science Panel 2004).

Although these reports could provide supplemental information regarding
Coleman National Fish Hatchery, these issues are being addressed in other
forums concurrent with Restoration Project planning but not as part of the project
itself. Including these documents in the EIS/EIR is not justified.

Response to Comment NGO8-13
Although operations at the Coleman National Fish Hatchery do affect fisheries
management in the Battle Creek watershed, issues relating to the operation of the
hatchery are considered to be outside the scope of the Restoration Project and are
not analyzed in this document. However, recirculation of the Draft Supplemental
EIS/Revised EIR has allowed for additional time to incorporate new information
regarding the Coleman National Fish Hatchery into Chapter 6, “Related
Projects,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR (see the section titled California
Bay-Delta Authority Science Review Workshop of Battle Creek regarding new
information concerning the management of the Coleman National Fish
Hatchery). For additional information regarding the results of the CBDA Science
Review Workshop of Battle Creek and the relationship between hatchery
operations and the Restoration Project, see Master Response D.
Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report

July 2005

7-22

J&S 03035.03

Non-Government Organization Comments

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

Response to Comment NGO8-14
It is true that the BCWC passed a resolution in 2001 stating that it did not support
the Restoration Project in its current form. However, since that time, the BCWC
has been working closely with the four agencies to resolve concerns about the
Restoration Project. In a letter to the four agencies dated February 23, 2004
(Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy 2004), the BCWC stated that it would
conditionally support the Restoration Project if the following for conditions were
met:
 that

USFWS convene and lead an emergency workshop to revisit the
steelhead supplementation plan;

 that

DFG reconsider the documented record and lead an effort to more
clearly identify the goals, objectives, and priorities of the Restoration Project
and make sure that those objectives are consistent with existing Restoration
Project documentation, with the CALFED Programmatic ROD, and that they
are consistent throughout all elements of the final funding request to CBDA;

 that

the winter-run recovery team complete the winter-run recovery plan or at
least develop a stream-specific strategy for reestablishing a winter-run
Chinook salmon population in Battle Creek and that reintroduction strategies
are developed for other ESA–listed species (e.g., spring-run Chinook salmon
and steelhead) in Battle Creek that can be implemented in anticipation of the
Restoration Project Record of Decision; and

 that

Reclamation facilitate the development and implementation of an
adaptive management plan for Coleman National Fish Hatchery facilities and
operations.

As a result of the progress that has been made on the issues listed above and the
ongoing progress concerning other key issues, the BCWC Board now
recommends support of the Restoration Project in its current form (see
Attachment D in Volume III of this Final EIS/EIR). This information has been
added to the Executive Summary and Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment NGO8-15
The Draft EIS/EIR fully discloses the environmental impacts that would result
from implementation of the Restoration Project. As identified in the joint
NEPA/CEQA document, the lead agencies are implementing mitigation to reduce
these impacts whenever possible. For more information, please see Master
Response F and the response to Comment NGO8-3.
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Response to Comment NGO8-16
For more information regarding the compatibility of the Restoration Project with
ongoing and planned operations at the Coleman National Fish Hatchery, see
Master Response D. For more information on the adaptive management process
that will be used for Battle Creek fish restoration, see Master Response C. Please
see the Public Involvement discussion in Chapter 5 in Volume I of this Final
EIS/EIR for more details on the level of community involvement in the
Restoration Project. See Master Response E for information regarding projectrelated effects on trout-farming operations (specifically, MLTF) and a description
of applicable mitigation.

Response to Comment NGO8-17
Potential impacts on third parties, such as MLTF and Oasis Springs Lodge, are
addressed in Sections 4.1, Fish; 4.4, Water Quality; and 4.16, Other NEPA
Analyses in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. For additional information, please
see the response to Comment NGO8-3.

Response to Comment NGO8-18
Please see the response to Comment NGO8-14.

Response to Comment NGO8-19
Please see the response to Comment NGO8-13.

Response to Comment NGO8-20
The Restoration Project is restricted to implementing modifications to PG&E’s
Hydroelectric Project facilities and operations, as explained in the 1999 MOU
(see Appendix A in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR), and does not take into
consideration related actions such as the operations of Coleman National Fish
Hatchery. Independent efforts by Reclamation and other resource agencies are
currently underway to ensure that additional adaptive management activities
within these related actions (e.g., an adaptive management plan for the Coleman
National Fish Hatchery) are integrated into the adaptive management effort for
the Hydroelectric Project to the maximum extent possible. The BCWG is
working to create an adaptive management effort for the greater Battle Creek
watershed. Because the BCWG also supports integrated adaptive management
efforts, their plan will likely be as compatible as possible with the Battle Creek
AMP.
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Two adaptive management plans will be prepared, one for the Restoration Project
and one for the Coleman National Fish Hatchery, because each focuses on a
different effort in Battle Creek. The immediate focus of the Restoration Project
AMP is the Battle Creek Hydroelectric Project, which is owned by PG&E and
regulated by FERC (license no. 1121). The adaptive management effort at
Coleman National Fish Hatchery, which would be funded by CBDA, must
operate under separate laws and regulatory bodies. The Coleman National Fish
Hatchery is regulated by USFWS policy and other state and federal laws.
Therefore, Reclamation intends to develop the Coleman National Fish Hatchery
adaptive management plan to complement the efforts described in the Restoration
Project AMP. The Coleman adaptive management plan would address Coleman
National Fish Hatchery operations and areas of overlap with the Restoration
Project (e.g., lower Battle Creek). The intent will be to establish processes that
effectively integrate adaptive management under both plans to the maximum
extent feasible under law. The AMP prepared for the Battle Creek watershed by
the BCWG will be prepared to integrate with the adaptive management plans
prepared for the Restoration Project and the Coleman National Fish Hatchery.
For more information regarding the relationship between the hatchery and the
Restoration Project, see Master Response D.

Response to Comment NGO8-21
See the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master Response E.

Response to Comment NGO8-22
Completion of the ozone water treatment plant, improving the barrier weir and
associated fish ladders, and screening of the facility’s water supply intakes are all
steps to integrate the Coleman National Fish Hatchery with the Restoration
Project. Other efforts to integrate hatchery operations and programs include
incorporation of natural-origin salmonids adults into the spawning matrix to
maintain the genetic similarity of hatchery-origin fish to natural-origin fish.
Additional information on Coleman National Fish Hatchery practices can be
found in the Coleman National Fish Hatchery Biological Assessment (U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service 2001b). Please refer to Master Response D and Chapter 6,
“Related Projects,” for additional information on Coleman National Fish
Hatchery compliance with environmental regulations, and commitments of the
Coleman National Fish Hatchery to maintain hatchery operations compatible
with the Restoration Project.

Response to Comment NGO8-23
The objectives of the Restoration Project call for restoring habitat on Battle
Creek for anadromous fish species while simultaneously minimizing the loss of
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hydroelectric power. While the actions under the Restoration Project could
potentially affect private property, the project proponents have disclosed and
minimized effects on the environment, including on land use, in Chapter 4 in
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR as required under NEPA and CEQA. The
Restoration Project will restore habitat along a substantial section of North Fork
and South Fork Battle Creek. Most of effects on private property relate to
impacts associated with project construction, and several mitigation measures
have been incorporated as part of the Restoration Project to minimize those
effects. Therefore, it is expected that the ecological integrity of affected
properties not only would be retained, but also enhanced. For more information,
please see Master Response F.

Response to Comment NGO8-24
The environmental effects of the Restoration Project on residents in the area are
discussed in Chapter 4 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. Many of the impacts
described are a result of the anticipated construction work. For additional
information regarding impacts on the local community, see the response to
Comment NGO8-3.
As required under CEQA, Reclamation and the State Water Board have disclosed
the environmental impacts and identified the mitigation measures in the EIS/EIR
to reduce the effects of the Restoration Project whenever possible. For more
information, please see Master Response F.

Response to Comment NGO8-25
See the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master Response E.

Response to Comment NGO8-26
The text in the section titled Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy Formation, in
Chapter 6 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, was corrected to clarify the
formation of the BCWC, as described in this comment.

Response to Comment NGO8-27
Text was added to the section titled Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy
Formation, in Chapter 6 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, to clarify that a
watershed-wide program is in place, as recommended in this comment.
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Comment Letter NGO9—Oasis Springs Lodge,
Warren Quan (October 13, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO9-1
Impacts that would affect specifically Oasis Springs Lodge as a result of
implementing the Restoration Project have been identified in the Draft EIS/EIR
and Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR and are collectively presented in
Chapter 4 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. These impacts include the
following:
 Impact

4.8-1, Construction of tailrace connectors, new fish screens and fish
ladders, and associated facilities would reduce scenic quality at the Oasis
Springs Lodge, significant and unavoidable;

 Impact

4.10-1, Exposure of noise-sensitive uses to noise and vibration from
blasting, less than significant with mitigation;

 Impact

4.10-2, Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise from on-site
construction activities, less than significant with mitigation;

 Impact

4.14-1, Construction activities at Inskip Diversion Dam could reduce
recreational opportunities at the Oasis Springs Lodge, significant and
unavoidable;

 Impact

4.14-5, Loss of a recreational fishery at Oasis Springs Lodge, less
than significant;

 Effect

4.16-6, Potential construction-related loss in revenues at Oasis Springs
Lodge; and

 Effect

4.16-7, Potential long-term loss in revenues at Oasis Springs Lodge.

In response to the concern over how the Restoration Project would affect the
Oasis Springs Lodge, two new effects—Effect 4.16-6, Potential constructionrelated loss in revenues at Oasis Springs Lodge, and Effect 4.16-7, Potential
long-term loss in revenues at Oasis Springs Lodge—were added to Section 4.16
in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. As indicated in the discussion of these
effects, there would be a short-term socioeconomic effect on the Lodge as a
result of temporary construction activities. To reduce any construction-related
loss of revenue to the Oasis Springs Lodge, Oasis Springs Lodge will be notified,
as soon as possible and prior to construction activities, of the anticipated start
date, duration, and type of construction activities. Over the long term, it is
expected that no adverse socioeconomic effects would occur.
In addition to the socioeconomic effects on Oasis Springs Lodge, impacts on
recreational opportunities have been identified in Section 4.14 in Volume I of
this Final EIS/EIR. Impact 4.14-1, Construction activities at Inskip Diversion
Dam could reduce recreational opportunities at the Oasis Springs Lodge, was
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identified in the Draft EIS/EIR as a significant and unavoidable impact. As
described under the mitigation measure for this impact, Reclamation will notify
the Oasis Springs Lodge, as soon as possible prior to construction activities, of
the anticipated start date, duration, and type of construction activities. In
addition to the short-term, construction-related impact on recreation, a new
impact has been added to Section 4.14, Impact 4.14-5, Loss of a recreational
fishery at Oasis Springs Lodge. As discussed under Impact 4.14-5, this impact is
considered to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
In addition, impacts that would result in general from implementation of the
Restoration Project and would, therefore, potentially affect Oasis Springs Lodge
as well as other local residents have been addressed in the following sections:
 Section

4.1, Fish;

 Section

4.2, Botanical, Wetland, and Wildlife Resources;

 Section

4.3, Hydrology;

 Section

4.4, Water Quality;

 Section

4.5, Groundwater;

 Section

4.6, Land Use;

 Section

4.7, Geology and Soils;

 Section

4.9, Transportation;

 Section

4.11, Air Quality;

 Section

4.12, Public Health and Safety;

 Section

4.13, Public Services and Utilities; and

 Section

4.15, Cultural Resources

The information that has been presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, the Draft
Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR, and this Final EIS/EIR is appropriate and
adequate for assessing the impacts of the Restoration Project on Oasis Springs
Lodge.
In order to minimize the impacts that have been identified as significant, certain
mitigation measures have been proposed in Chapter 4 in Volume I of this Final
EIS/EIR. For more information regarding landowner concerns, please see Master
Response F.

Response to Comment NGO9-2
The level of detail presented in this EIS/EIR is adequate to identify potential
impacts of the Restoration Project. Specific impacts affecting Oasis Springs
Lodge have been identified and are discussed under Section 4.8, Aesthetics;
Section 4.10, Noise; Section 4.14, Recreation; and Section 4.16, Other NEPA
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Analyses; in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. In addition, maps identifying the
construction activities and footprints for each project site have been added as
Appendix F to Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR. For more information, see the
response to Comment NGO9-1 and Master Response F.

Response to Comment NGO9-3
The long-term aesthetic impact from construction of the access road on the north
side of the creek at the Inskip Diversion Dam site is discussed under Impact
4.8-1. In an effort to reduce this impact, Reclamation has reduced the width of
the road from 16 to 12 feet. While this will reduce the overall impact, it will not
reduce it to a less-than-significant level.
A new impact regarding the potential long-term loss of a recreational fishery at
the Oasis Springs Lodge had been added to Section 4.14, Recreation, in Volume I
of this Final EIS/EIR. As indicated in the impact discussion of Impact 4.14-5,
once construction at the project site is complete, recovery of the stream is
expected to be almost immediate, so it is expected that fishing operations will be
able to resume in the construction area nearly immediately as well. Additionally,
fishing upstream and downstream of the immediate construction zone would be
possible during construction. In order to facilitate and promote recovery of
riparian habitat and to minimize erosion during the recovery period, the
mitigation described in Sections 4.2 and 4.4 will also be implemented.

Response to Comment NGO9-4
The benefits to fish resulting from implementation of the Restoration Project are
discussed under Impacts 4.1-12 through 4.1-19. Consideration has been given to
the uncertainty about the precise results of the Restoration Project. Therefore, an
AMP (Terraqua, Inc. 2004) has been created that deals specifically with
monitoring the outcome of the project to be able to adaptively manage it for
better success. The Water Acquisition Fund and Adaptive Management Fund,
which are elements of adaptive management, would provide funding for potential
changes to Restoration Project actions that result from the application of the
AMP. Commitment to these elements is part of the Restoration Project.

Response to Comment NGO9-5
New figures identifying the specific construction activities to take place at each
project site are presented in Appendix F in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR.
Figure F-7 and Table F-7 list the construction activities that will take place at the
Inskip Diversion Dam/South Powerhouse site.
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Blasting impacts relating to the Oasis Spring Lodge are discussed in Section
4.10, Noise, in Volume I of this EIS/EIR under Impact 4.10-1. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. The number of helicopter flights to the Inskip Diversion Dam/South
Powerhouse site is not expected to exceed five flights throughout the duration of
project construction at this site. Noise from helicopter flights and other
construction-related activity is discussed under Impact 4.10-2 and is considered
to be potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-2
reduces this impact to a less-than-significant level. The number of truck trips
anticipated under the Five Dam Removal Alternative is presented in Table 4.9-4.
It is expected that there will be approximately 1,000 truck trips to the Inskip
Diversion Dam/South Powerhouse site over the entire construction period. All
transportation-related impacts were deemed to be less than significant. For more
information regarding landowner concerns, please see Master Response F.

Response to Comment NGO9-6
Construction-related impacts associated with noise, air quality, increased
construction traffic, and recreation are identified in Sections 4.10, 4.11, 4.13, and
4.14 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, respectively, along with the mitigation
measures that have been identified for impacts found to be significant. As
mentioned in the response to Comment NGO9-1, two new socioeconomic effects
were added to Section 4.16. As indicated in this section, Oasis Springs Lodge
will be notified as soon as possible and prior to construction activities of the
anticipated start date, duration, and type of construction activities.
As indicated in the discussion for Impact 4.14-5, over the long term, although the
species mix will change, it is not expected that there will be any adverse effects
on fishing and that the recovery time would be almost immediate once
construction was complete. Stocking of trophy trout would not be permitted, but
this will be the case regardless of whether the Restoration Project is
implemented. For more information, please see the responses to Comments
NGO9-3 and NGO9-15.

Response to Comment NGO9-7
Reclamation and the State Water Board agree that the proposed access road
between the South Powerhouse and Inskip Diversion Dam would represent a
significant visual change to the site as identified under Impact 4.8-1. The
proposed mitigation measure identifies a plan that includes reseeding with native
seed mix, applying rock-aging material to improve revegetation, planting trees,
and monitoring tree-planting sites. While this mitigation measure will reduce the
impact, it will not reduce it to a less-than-significant level. For more information
regarding landowner concerns, please see Master Response F.
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Numerous access road alignments were evaluated during conceptual design, with
the final proposed alignment selected based primarily on cost and driver safety
(fewer curves). In addition, Reclamation and the State Water Board are
considering reducing the width of the road from 16 to 12 feet to further reduce
potential aesthetic impacts. Chapter 3, “Project Alternatives,” has been updated
to include a discussion of the alternative road alignments that were considered,
but eventually eliminated, under the subhead Proposed New Access Road
between South Powerhouse and Inskip Diversion Dam.

Response to Comment NGO9-8
Power lines would be placed in the general vicinity of existing lines. This action
would not result in significant visual impacts compared to existing conditions.
Impacts from power line relocation are discussed under Impact 4.8-1, which has
been updated to clarify the visual impacts on the Oasis Springs Lodge.

Response to Comment NGO9-9
New figures identifying the specific construction activities that would take place
at each site for the Restoration Project are presented in Appendix F of the Final
EIS/EIR. The 46,000–square foot construction area at the Inskip Diversion
Dam/South Powerhouse project site is shown on Figure F-7 as SPH-13 in
Appendix F in Volume II of this EIS/EIR. As noted in Table F-7, activities at
this site include construction of the temporary access road on the south side of
Battle Creek, as well as the temporary diversion works needed to construct the
new fish ladder at the Inskip Diversion Dam. The construction schedule for
Inskip Diversion Dam/South Powerhouse, as noted for this project site in
Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, indicates that construction at this
site is anticipated to occur over a 33-month period. As indicated in the analysis
presented in Chapter 4 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, there will be impacts
on the Oasis Springs Lodge as a result of the Restoration Project. Mitigation
measures are identified and discussed in the document.
For additional information regarding construction-related impacts on Oasis
Spring Lodge, please see the response to Comment NGO9-1 and Master
Response F.

Response to Comment NGO9-10
Construction traffic will not use Highway 36. The South Powerhouse site would
require blasting for tunnel excavation at the two tunnel portals. Some minor
blasting may be required for access-road construction on the north hillside. No
blasting for dike construction is anticipated. This blasting would likely occur
over an 8-month period including in part the fall and winter months. Some
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blasting for the fish screen and ladder work, including boulder removal, would be
required at the Inskip Diversion Dam. The duration of this work is anticipated to
be 4 months over the following summer. Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses
to blasting is discussed under Impact 4.10-1 in Section 4.10, Noise, of the Final
EIS/EIR. Implementation of the mitigation discussed under this impact is
anticipated to reduce the impact to less than significant.
The contractor would be responsible for maintaining access roads and preventing
water pollution attributable to surface runoff in accordance with the provisions of
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) as indicated in the Mitigation Measure for
Impact 4.7-1.

Response to Comment NGO9-11
The number of trips presented in Table 4.9-4 represents the average number of
daily round trips of construction related traffic entering and exiting the work site
off of the public road onto the private access road. For the South Powerhouse
work site, Reclamation estimated that 1,000 round trips of delivery of equipment
and materials would occur during the 19-month construction period. Twenty
employees were estimated to enter the worksite each workday, on average.
Government inspection trips were not included in the original estimate, so the
number in Table 4.9-4 has been updated to reflect a total of 23 daily round trips.
The estimates presented in Table 4.9-4 are for an average workday to show
effects on public roads. On busier days, the number of round trips could be
greater. At the South Powerhouse/Inskip Dam work site, the volume of
construction traffic, on private roads, from the plateau area down into the
peninsula and dam site areas is expected to be substantial.
In addition, in order to avoid the impacts from construction traffic on the private
residence and MLTF facility located near the private access road to South
Powerhouse, Reclamation has identified an alternate route to use that will avoid
driving past these buildings. As described in the Chapter 3, under the Inskip
Diversion Dam/South Powerhouse site, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR,
Reclamation will undertake any appropriate improvements to Old Ranch Road
and use the road to direct construction traffic away from the residential area.
With respect to the construction-related impacts on Oasis Springs Lodge, the
short-term loss of recreational opportunities is addressed in Section 4.14,
Recreation, under Impact 4.14-1. The aesthetic impacts on Oasis Springs Lodge
from construction activity are addressed under Impact 4.8-1. Although
mitigation is recommended to reduce the significance of these impacts, it will not
reduce them to a less-than-significant level.
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Response to Comment NGO9-12
Use of private land without permission of the landowner is an illegal activity.
Therefore, it is assumed that trespassing, littering, increased fire danger, and
vandalism would be limited because it would be prohibited. The effect of these
activities was not analyzed in the EIS/EIR because it is very difficult to predict
the extent to which these activities might occur. The frequency of these activities
is not expected to be substantially different from existing conditions. It would be
difficult to completely eliminate these activities because of the rural character of
the area. However, for this same reason, it is not expected that there will be a
significant increase in trespassing or the related problems. Furthermore, the
project is a Restoration Project. Reclamation is not planning to open the project
area to the public or encourage public use of the project area.
Site security is an important issue that Reclamation rigorously enforces for both
the construction contractor and Reclamation staff. The construction
specifications include specific information regarding security provisions.
Reclamation construction administration staff will ensure site security by closely
monitoring the contractor’s compliance to the specified security measures.
Reclamation will initially review the requirements with the contractor to ensure
that the requirements are understood and that there will be consequences for
noncompliance. Reclamation will periodically meet with the contractor to
review and adjust as needed any security provisions.
Some specific security measures presently in the construction specifications
include:
 no

provision of construction personnel housing, except for security personnel
as approved;

 control

of property access by keeping gates locked or providing security
personnel to control entry;

 securing

locked entry points at end of workday;

 providing

heavy duty locks for securing entry gates, distributing keys only to
essential personnel; and

 maintaining

a list of persons approved to enter the facilities.

Response to Comment NGO9-13
The main objective of the Restoration Project is to restore habitat for Chinook
salmon and steelhead while minimizing the loss of hydroelectric power. As
rainbow trout are the same species as steelhead, the impact on native trout
populations is expected to be beneficial. As discussed in Section 4.1, Fish, in
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, it is possible that the proportion of resident trout
may be smaller than the proportion of steelhead; however, the overall number of
this species is anticipated to increase. The recovery of fishing operations is
Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report

July 2005

7-33

J&S 03035.03

Non-Government Organization Comments

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
State Water Resources Control Board

expected to be almost immediate once construction ceases (as discussed under
the new impact, Impact 4.14-5 in Section 4.14, Recreation, of Volume I);
therefore, it was determined that additional mitigation would not be required.
For more information regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F.
At this time, no preconstruction trout count surveys are planned.

Response to Comment NGO9-14
The Battle Creek AMP (Terraqua, Inc. 2004), discussed in Chapter 3, “Project
Alternatives,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, addresses sediment monitoring
and management. The Water Acquisition Fund and Adaptive Management Fund,
which are elements of adaptive management, would provide funding for potential
changes to Restoration Project actions that would result from the application of
the AMP.
Sediments potentially affecting the South Powerhouse/Inskip Diversion Dam site
would be released as a result of removing South Diversion Dam during the final
year of construction and would not get past Inskip Diversion Dam. Reclamation
is proposing a sediment monitoring plan for this reach, which is a part of the
AMP mentioned above. The impounded sediment volume at South Diversion
Dam is less than the annual transport capacity of the stream.
The statement, “all natural hydrologic processes would return to their normal
hydrologic equilibrium within 1 year,” has been removed from the Impact 4.3-1
discussion in this Final EIS/EIR. New text has been added to the impact
discussion that clarifies the sediment transport processes that would occur during
the first 3 years following the dam removals. The new text is based in part on
modeling results discussed in the Sediment Impact Analysis of the Removal of
Coleman, South, and Wildcat Diversion Dams on South and North Fork Battle
Creek, Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project report prepared
by Reclamation (Bureau of Reclamation 2001). The report states, “Based on the
numerical modeling results, the return to near pre-dam conditions should occur
within one or two normal water years.”
It is not anticipated that the ability to fish would be substantially affected by
increased flows, although higher water levels may make some areas that were
once fished inaccessible to wading and casting. However, it is expected that the
number of fish in the creek would be greater.

Response to Comment NGO9-15
The discussion of the No Action Alternative has been updated in Section 4.14,
Recreation, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR to clarify that PG&E would be
required to operate and maintain the existing fish ladders according to the
conditions of the existing FERC license regardless of whether the Restoration
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Project is implemented. This means that Battle Creek will be considered an
anadromous stream even if the Restoration Project is not implemented.
Currently, the Oasis Springs Lodge has a private stocking permit for the stream
reach upstream of the Inskip Diversion Dam that will expire in December 2006.
In March 2004, DFG issued the stocking permit to Oasis Springs Lodge with the
stipulation that the permit would become invalid upon completion of the
Restoration Project or in December 2006, whichever comes first. The reason that
the stocking permit will not be renewed is that a policy promulgated by the
California Fish and Game Commission instructs DFG not to allow the stocking
of artificially produced fish in anadromous waters. As indicated in the new
impact, Impact 4.14-5, in Section 4.14, Recreation, Volume I of this Final
EIS/EIR, the loss of the ability to stock fish is not considered to be a significant
impact because this would occur regardless of whether the Restoration Project
was implemented.
In addition, Section 4.14 was updated to clarify that fishing is prohibited within
250 feet of a fish ladder, which means that fishing within 250 feet upstream and
downstream of the Inskip Diversion Dam is prohibited. This would be the case
regardless of whether the Restoration Project is implemented. As indicated in the
discussion of Impact 4.14-5, restriction of fishing within this area is not
considered a significant impact because this is already the case under existing
conditions.
As mentioned in the discussion of Impact 4.14-5, the species mix in South Fork
Battle Creek at Oasis Springs Lodge is expected to change from primarily
stocked populations of hatchery trout to populations of Chinook salmon,
steelhead, and wild trout. Regardless of this change, fishing and other
recreational activities would resume almost immediately within the designated
fishing areas once construction of the Restoration Project is complete. Therefore,
fishing at this location is not expected to be adversely affected by the Restoration
Project and no mitigation is required. For more information regarding landowner
concerns, see Master Response F.

Response to Comment NGO9-16
The mitigation measures proposed to address Impact 4.8-1 will be implemented
to reduce the visual impacts of constructing the access road on the north side of
Battle Creek across from the Oasis Springs Lodge at the South Diversion
Dam/Inskip Powerhouse project site. In addition, Reclamation is considering
further reducing the width of the new access road from 16 to 12 feet. While the
proposed mitigation measure would lessen the impact from the road, it would not
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. For more information
regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F.
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Response to Comment NGO9-17
Noise affecting the Oasis Spring Lodge is discussed under Impact 4.10-1 in
Section 4.10, Noise, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. An accompanying
mitigation measure is included that will reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level. For more information regarding landowner concerns, see
Master Response F.

Response to Comment NGO9-18
Limiting the hours of construction to between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., as
requested by Comment NGO9-18, would lengthen the construction period. In
the interest of minimizing the duration of construction activities, Reclamation
proposes to maintain the specified construction schedule, which allows
construction between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. with limitations on allowable noise
levels and nighttime lighting.

Response to Comment NGO9-19
Under the mitigation proposed for Impact 4.11-1, a dust control plan and other
BMPs are proposed as mitigation to minimize air quality impacts. In addition,
the mitigation proposed to address erosion control is discussed under Impact 4.71. Implementation of these mitigation measures reduces the potential impacts to
less than significant.
In addition, PG&E and Reclamation will be developing a construction
management plan as a requirement of the FERC license. A component of this
plan will be a quality control and inspection program (QCIP). The QCIP
provides quality control requirements for construction of the Hydroelectric
Project to ensure quality and compliance with the specifications and
environmental and regulatory requirements. The QCIP includes:
 organization
 inspection

and responsibilities,

plan and field inspection guidelines,

 environmental
 water

compliance plan,

diversion and control,

 erosion

and sediment control, and

 documentation

and training.
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Response to Comment NGO9-20
Hazardous materials used during construction, including gasoline, explosives,
etc., will be handled according to Reclamation’s Standards. In addition,
implementation of the mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.12, Public
Health and Safety, reduce any potentially significant impacts to a less-thansignificant level. Hazardous materials in addition to those being used for
construction are not anticipated to be found at any of the project sites. It is
believed that the dams were constructed of rock and natural materials found on
site that would not pose a hazardous materials threat to workers or residents. For
more information regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F.

Response to Comment NGO9-21
Please see Master Response F.

Response to Comment NGO9-22
Please see Master Response F.
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Comment Letter NGO10—California State
University, Chico, Associated Students—
Government Affairs, Annie Sherman,
Environmental Affairs Commissioner
(October 14, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO10-1
Please see the response to Comment NGO6-1 and Comment NGO7-1.

Response to Comment NGO10-2
While the federal and state ESAs prohibit the take of federally and state-listed
species, these laws do not require that a particular alternative be considered in an
EIS/EIR, but rather that all feasible alternatives are analyzed to minimize the
effects on endangered species. As mentioned in Chapter 1 under the subhead
Relationship of the Restoration Project to the CALFED Bay-Delta Program, in
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, the CALFED Program identified specific actions
for restoration activities on Battle Creek, which include improving fish passage,
upgrading fish passage facilities and screening diversions, and improving
instream flows. However, these actions do not specify the removal of all
diversion dams below the natural fish barriers on Battle Creek.
Furthermore, as explained in the response to NGO7-1, an alternative analyzing
the removal of all diversion dams (i.e., the Eight Dam Removal Alternative) was
not analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR because it does not meet the objective of the
Restoration Project to minimize the loss of energy generated by the Hydroelectric
Project. Although the Eight Dam Removal Alternative was analyzed outside the
NEPA/CEQA document, the results of this analysis have been summarized in
Chapter 3 under the heading, Eight Dam Removal Alternative, in Volume I of
this Final EIS/EIR. For more information on the Eight Dam Removal
Alternative, see Master Response B.
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Comment Letter NGO11—Central Valley Project
Water Association, Robert F. Stackhouse, Manager
(October 14, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO11-1
Information in the letter from Dr. Cox has been incorporated into Section 4.1,
Fish, and is listed in Chapter 9, “References,” of Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.
For more information, see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master
Response E.

Response to Comment NGO11-2
The CBDA TRP prepared a report in September 2003 that presented a
comprehensive evaluation of the technical merit of the Restoration Project and
advised on how restoration efforts could be improved to restore Chinook salmon
and steelhead populations to Battle Creek. The PMT seriously considered the
issues raised in this report and have provided a series of responses to the CBDA
that address the comments presented in the September 2003 TRP Report. A final
set of responses was submitted to CBDA in May 2004. As a result of the TRP’s
evaluation, the PMT has revised the Restoration Project. These changes are
summarized in the responses that the PMT has submitted to CBDA. For more
information regarding the TRP Report and its outcome, see the background
discussion in Master Response A. The PMT’s response to the TRP’s comments
can also be found at:
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/battlecreek/docs-cbda.html

Response to Comment NGO11-3
As explained in the response to Comment NGO11-2, the PMT seriously
considered the issues raised by the CBDA TRP, including concerns regarding the
design of the proposed fish facilities. The TRP Report indicated that many of the
existing fish passage structures are inadequate and outdated and do not meet the
contemporary criteria, standards, or guidelines. In their initial response to
CBDA’s TRP Report dated January 26, 2004, the PMT clearly explained why
specific fish passage designs were selected for the Restoration Project. For more
information on the response, please see the TRP Report (Borcalli et al 2003) as
well as Master Response A.
The Battle Creek AMTT also seriously considered and responded to the TRP’s
concerns related to the adaptive management components of the Restoration
Project. As a result of comments received in the September 2003 TRP Report,
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and additional comments received from other scientific reviews by CBDA
Independent Science Board (ISB) members and by two additional scientific
technical panels established by the CBDA (i.e., TRP and Coleman Science
Panel), the AMTT substantially revised the Battle Creek AMP and prepared a
reconceived AMP in an attempt to address scientific uncertainties, which
included evaluating initial assumptions thoroughly and validating the use of
particular tools/approaches through careful, logical development. A discussion
of the revisions that were incorporated into the AMP is presented in Master
Response C of this report. The reconceived draft AMP is presented in Appendix
C in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment NGO11-4
This comment has been noted. The CBDA ERP will continue to oversee the
Restoration Project, its costs, and accomplishments.

Response to Comment NGO11-5
The AMP has been substantially revised, or reconceived, since submittal of the
Draft EIS/EIR in response to the CBDA ISB review, to which Comment
NGO11-5 refers, and in response to additional scientific reviews by ISB
members and by two additional technical panels established by the CBDA (i.e.,
the TRP and Coleman Science Panel). The comment does not specifically state
which ISB suggestions were not included. Therefore, this response cannot
provide more detail. For more information regarding the AMP, see Master
Response C.

Response to Comment NGO11-6
Comment NGO11-6 pertains largely to the incorporation of scientific
uncertainties and compliance with the CALFED Program ROD and the CBDA
ERP. The AMP has been substantially revised, or reconceived, since submittal
of the Draft EIS/EIR in response to CBDA independent technical panel reviews.
A detailed section has been included in the AMP to address scientific
uncertainties. This section (Section I.D. Key Uncertainties and Learning
Opportunities in the AMP) identifies nearly 100 scientific uncertainties. For each
uncertainty, this section describes, as it pertains to each uncertainty, a biological
limiting factor, conceptual models, prioritization (key/not key), rationale and
implication of uncertainty, an activity to address the uncertainty, the adaptive
management objective or study that would address the uncertainty, and related
monitoring tasks. These uncertainties and related conceptual models are now
addressed throughout the document.
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The current version of the AMP explicitly discusses how adaptive management
in Battle Creek will meet the expectations of the CALFED Program ROD and the
CBDA ERP. Two sections in the revised AMP (III.E.3.a and Appendix XIII [see
Appendix C in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR]) directly address the CALFED
ROD as expressed through the CBDA ERP.

Response to Comment NGO11-7
Please see Master Response D.

Response to Comment NGO11-8
CBDA organized workshops, held on June 14 and August 4, 2004, to explore
strategies for managing the adult hatchery-origin steelhead returning to Coleman
National Fish Hatchery and proposed steelhead supplementation activities in
Battle Creek. The Coleman Science Panel provided an independent evaluation of
scientific issues related to steelhead supplementation in Battle Creek and
produced a report titled Review of the Steelhead Supplementation Program in
Battle Creek (Coleman National Fish Hatchery Science Panel 2004), wherein the
panel recommended the steelhead supplementation project be immediately
terminated. Based on the recommendation from the steelhead supplementation
workshop panel, the USFWS has reaffirmed its commitment to ensure hatchery
operations will be consistent with the Restoration Project activities by suspending
supplementation of steelhead above the Coleman National Fish Hatchery barrier
weir.

Response to Comment NGO11-9
The MOU (Appendix A in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR) has not changed
since it was first signed in 1999. No amendments to the MOU have been
described in this Final EIS/EIR simply because the MOU has not been amended.
However, the Interim Flow Agreement (Appendix E in Volume II of this Final
EIS/EIR) has been updated on a fairly regular basis. The Interim Flow
Agreement is only temporary and is not related to the Proposed Action (the Five
Dam Removal Alternative). For more information on the Interim Flow
Agreement, refer to Chapter 6 under Interim Flow Agreement between the
Bureau of Reclamation and Pacific Gas & Electric Company, in Volume I of this
Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment NGO11-10
As mentioned in the response to Comment NGO8-14, the text referring to
support of the Restoration Project has been modified to clarify the BCWC’s
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conditional support for the Restoration Project. As mentioned in Comment
NGO8-14, the BCWC now supports the Restoration Project in its current form.
The Battle Creek PMT has been reasonably accessible to members of the public,
stakeholders, and agency staff interested in the Restoration Project and
appreciates the input that has been received regarding the merits of the project
alternatives. In addition to responding to and publishing responses to comments
received during a 90-day public review of the Draft EIS/EIR, the management
team conducted one public hearing in Manton, California, on the Draft EIS/EIR
(August 27, 2003) and two public information workshops in Manton, California,
for stakeholders and members of the public (July 23, 2003, and August 12,
2003). Reclamation also presented four recent status reports at the CBDA ERP
Subcommittee Meetings on January 15, February 19, and March 25, 2004, during
which additional public input was received on the Restoration Project and project
alternatives. On March 15, 2004, a public meeting was held in Red Bluff,
California, specifically to address public questions about the incremental benefits
between the proposed Restoration Project and the Eight Dam Removal
Alternative, which has been eliminated from further consideration in this
document (see Master Response C). Public comments were encouraged at this
meeting, and a summary of this meeting, including public comments, was
presented to the CBDA ERP Subcommittee for its consideration.

Response to Comment NGO11-11
The comment states that a Recovery Plan and Conservation Strategy for listed
species (i.e., winter-run Chinook salmon, spring-run Chinook salmon, and
steelhead) does not exist. Although these documents do not exist, these actions
are in progress as described in the Battle Creek ASIP (Jones & Stokes 2004) and
this Final EIS/EIR. In the meantime, available guidance is disclosed in this Final
EIS/EIR. Specifically, the current guidance for winter-run Chinook salmon is the
NOAA Fisheries’ Draft Recovery Plan for the Sacramento River Winter-Run
Chinook. Planning currently in progress for the recovery and conservation of
winter- and spring-run Chinook salmon includes development of specific actions
for recovery within their historical ranges, including Battle Creek, by multiagency recovery technical teams. The purpose of and need for the Restoration
Project are consistent with recovery and conservation of winter- and spring-run
Chinook salmon, as the Restoration Project would restore conditions supporting
recovery and conservation. Completion of the recovery and conservation plans is
expected by the time restoration is complete, in approximately 4 years if the
Proposed Action (Five-Dam Removal Alternative) is selected for
implementation.
The comment also states that there is no DFG Fisheries Management Plan for
Battle Creek. The absence of this plan does not restrict restoration efforts
because DFG’s plans for restoration activities in Battle Creek are all included in
the 1998 Central Valley Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Plan—A Plan for
Action (California Department of Fish and Game 1993) identified in the Battle
Creek Salmon and Steelhead 1999 MOU (Appendix A in Volume II of this Final
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EIS/EIR). At this time, DFG has not completed any fishery management plans
for the upper Sacramento River below Shasta Dam.
Although Coleman National Fish Hatchery is outside the Restoration Project
Area, the USFWS is committed to ensure that Coleman National Fish Hatchery
operations are consistent with conservation of listed species as stated in the fouragency letter to the BCWC. To further support this commitment, the USFWS
has agreed to suspend supplementation of steelhead above the Coleman National
Fish Hatchery barrier weir. In addition, the USFWS is committed to support
development of an adaptive management plan for the Coleman National Fish
Hatchery to ensure hatchery operations are compatible with the Restoration
Project (proposals for diagnostic studies and adaptive management were
submitted to the CBDA in May 2004; see Master Response D in Chapter 2 of this
document). The USFWS has also agreed to reinitiate consultation with NOAA
Fisheries for potential effects of hatchery operations on listed anadromous fish
following completion of the Restoration Project and enhancement of salmonid
populations (four-agency letter).

Response to Comment NGO11-12
Hatchery programs to supplement fish populations were not considered in the
AMP because such programs are only one possible element of a recovery
planning process led by NOAA Fisheries that is still underway. It was outside
the purview of AMP authors to circumvent or second-guess NOAA Fisheries’
process. NOAA Fisheries’ population goals and objectives (see Sections I.E. and
III.A.2 of the revised AMP [see Appendix C in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR])
are used as the foundation for the AMP goals and objectives, which means that
the Battle Creek AMP is as compatible with NOAA Fisheries recovery planning
processes as feasible.
The AMP recognizes that existing populations of target species are low and
incorporates this understanding into the implementation of population objectives,
regardless of how NOAA Fisheries chooses to proceed with recovery (see
Section III.A.2 of the revised AMP [see Appendix C in Volume II of this Final
EIS/EIR]).

Response to Comment NGO11-13
The State Water Board and Reclamation, as the state and federal lead agencies,
respectively, have developed the project and the project’s purpose and need
based on their goals to restore anadromous fish habitat while simultaneously
minimizing the loss of power generated by the Hydroelectric Project. As
described in the responses to the Association’s comments, the EIS/EIR includes
the appropriate information for the purposes of complying with CEQA and
NEPA. In addition, the environmental document has been deemed sufficient by
PG&E for incorporation into the FERC relicensing application. More specific
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information from the commentor would be required to respond further to this
comment.
Chapter 5, Public Involvement, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR outlines the
process used by the lead agencies to encourage public involvement in the
completion of this document. For more information on this process, please see
the response to Comment NGO11-10.
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Comment Letter NGO12—NorCal Fishing Guides
and Sportsmen’s Association, W.B. Scott Ferris
(October 14, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO12-1
This comment has been noted. Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the
NorCal Fishing Guides for their support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative.

Response to Comment NGO12-2
Please see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master Response E.

Response to Comment NGO12-3
The commentor states that the Draft EIS/EIR did not identify adverse effects
from operation of the Coleman National Fish Hatchery, that Coleman National
Fish Hatchery is being operated in a manner that provides maximum fish passage
for ESA–listed fish species, and that Coleman National Fish Hatchery managers
and staff are aware of the need to continue operating the facility in a manner with
little or no impact on the ESA–listed fish.
This comment has been noted. Subsequent research indicates that Coleman
National Fish Hatchery operation could adversely affect the success of the
Restoration Project. An adaptive management plan for Coleman National Fish
Hatchery operations has been identified as the appropriate way to ensure that
Coleman National Fish Hatchery can continue operating in a manner that would
minimize adverse effects on naturally produced fish. For more information on
the relationship between the Coleman National Fish Hatchery and the Restoration
Project, see Master Response D.

Response to Comment NGO12-4
The commentor states that there needs to be balance between naturally and
hatchery-produced fish, and the Restoration Project should not be implemented at
the expense of Coleman National Fish Hatchery operation. Please see the
response to Comment NGO8-20.
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Response to Comment NGO12-5
Reclamation and the State Water Board appreciate the suggestion to obtain the
opinions of the many licensed salmon fisherman who live outside the Battle
Creek watershed. The Battle Creek team also values the input of those interested
and affected by the project; however, for logistical and practical reasons, it is not
feasible to advertise the Restoration Project to groups not directly affected by the
Proposed Action or those that are outside of the project area. The input of the
general public is welcomed and appreciated.
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Comment Letter NGO13—Remy, Thomas and
Moose, LLP, Attorneys at Law (October 14, 2003)
Response to Comment NGO13-1
Please see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master Response E.

Response to Comment NGO13-2
Reclamation and the State Water Board agree that aquaculture is a form of
agriculture. Therefore, a new discussion under the subhead Affected
Environment has been added to Section 4.6, Land Use in Volume I of this Final
EIS/EIR that recognizes aquaculture as a form of agriculture. However, the
effects on MLTF are not considered an impact on land use because implementing
the Restoration Project would not change the current land use at MLTF’s Jeffcoat
or Willow Springs facilities. The current land use is aquaculture and following
the implementation of the Restoration Project the land could continue to be used
for aquaculture or another form of agriculture. The direct impacts on MLTF are
considered business-related effects (i.e., socioeconomic effects) because reintroducing anadromous fish in Battle Creek would affect how MLTF could
conduct their business. Therefore, Effect 4.16-5 in Section 4.16 in Volume I of
this Final EIS/EIR has been updated to clarify the effects of implementing the
Restoration Project on MLTF. For additional information regarding additional
impacts on MLTF, see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master
Response E.

Response to Comment NGO13-3
As mentioned in the response to Comment NGO13-2, the socioeconomic effect
on MLTF of implementing the Restoration Project has been updated in Section
4.16 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. As mentioned in this discussion, the
mitigation measures proposed to address impacts from risk of spread of the IHN
virus will be implemented as described under Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish,
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. Implementation of these measures will reduce
the impacts associated with the potential spread of the IHN virus to a less-thansignificant level. For more information, see Master Response E.

Response to Comment NGO13-4
Please see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master Response E.
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Response to Comment NGO13-5
Please see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master Response E.

Response to Comment NGO13-6
Please see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master Response E.

Response to Comment NGO13-7
Because the fish at MLTF are hatchery-raised, they are not considered to be a
natural fish population. Therefore, as discussed in the response to Comment
NGO1-1, the impacts relating to the spread of the IHN virus have been identified
in this Final EIS/EIR on native fish populations (Impact 4.1-8), beneficial uses of
water at MLTF (Impact 4.4-3), and on beneficial uses of waters of the state
(Impact 4.4-4). In addition, the socioeconomic effects on MLTF are discussed in
Effect 4.16-5.
As mentioned in the response to NGO1-1, Reclamation and the State Water
Board have worked closely with MLTF to develop measures to address the
impacts listed above. This Final EIS/EIR has been revised to include updates to
the mitigation measures as described under Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish, in
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. Implementation of these measures will reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Master Response E provides additional information relating to how this impact
has been analyzed and addressed.

Response to Comment NGO13-8
See the response to Comment NGO13-2.

Response to Comment NGO13-9
Any inconsistencies involving the economic viability of Mount Lassen Trout
Farm fish infected with the IHN virus have been rectified. See the response to
Comment NGO1-1 for additional information.

Response to Comment NGO13-10
Please see the response to Comment NGO1-1 and Master Response E.
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Response to Comment NGO13-11
Impact 4.4-3 addresses the potential for the IHN virus to affect groundwater
quality as a result of restoring anadromous fish populations in Battle Creek. See
the response to Comment NGO1-1 for additional information.

Response to Comment NGO13-12
See the response to Comment NGO1-1.
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