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33.11.152 Rob McDonald on Behalf of Nor Cal Beat 

 

Response to Comments from Rob McDonald on Behalf of Nor Cal 
Beat 
NORC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

NORC-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.153 Elizabeth Ohalloran 

 

Response to Comments from Elizabeth Ohalloran 
OHAL-1: Comment noted. 

OHAL-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, “Water 
Supply Used for Fracking,” and Master Comment Response 
COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal 
Interest.” 

OHAL-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

OHAL-4: Thank you for your comment and opinion related to potential 
employment supported by a Shasta Dam enlargement. Please see Master 
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Common Response SOCIOECON-2, “Effects on Short-term and Long-
term Employment.” 

OHAL-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

33.11.154 Mauro Oliveira 

 

Response to Comments from Mauro Oliveira 
OLIV-1: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA 
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed 
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately 
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included 
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a 
final decision on the proposed project. Please refer to Master Comment 
Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.” 
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OLIV-2: Comment noted.  

33.11.155 Frank Oyung 

 

Response to Comments from Frank Oyung 
OYUN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.156 Kristine Brooks on Behalf of Packers Bay Marina 

 

Response to Comments from Kristine Brooks on Behalf of Packers 
Bay Marina 
PACK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to 
Recreation at Shasta Lake,” and Master Comment Response 
SOCIOECON-1, “Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

PACK-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. As stated in the 
DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Sections 2.3.3 to 2.3.7 under “Maintain 
and Increase Recreation Opportunities,” benefits to water-oriented 
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recreation would occur because of the increase in average lake surface 
area and reduced drawdown during the recreation season. 

PACK-3: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. As identified in 
the DEIS Chapter 19, “Aesthetics and Visual Resources,” Section 
19.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Affects,” Impact Vis-2 (CP1, CP5), 
throughout the study area vegetation retention or removal activities 
would degrade scenic views. This impact is identified as significant and 
unavoidable. 

PACK-4: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. A response to this 
comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories 
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and 
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

The information the comment author has provided in support of 
assertions made in the comment is not known to Reclamation at the time 
of this Final EIS and could not be found through library database 
queries, internet research and research in the Reclamation data archives. 
The EIS did however rely on the best available science in support of the 
analysis that the comment is directed and absent any additional 
information to substantiate this comment, no further response is 
required. 

PACK-5: At Shasta Lake full pool the clearance under Pit River Bridge 
between pier 6 and 7 will be a minimum of 14-feet. Reclamation 
recognizes that this would limit houseboat traffic under the Pit River 
Bridge during the times when the lake is at full pool. Text in the EIS 
Chapter 18, “Recreation and Public Access,” Impact REC-1 has been 
updated to include discussion of the restriction of boat traffic below the 
Pit River Bridge. 

PACK-6: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in responding to the document. To maintain the 
current level of access and distribution of recreation facilities around 
Shasta Lake cost effectively,  existing affected marina facilities would 
be relocated or modified upslope or on fill in the same location. If any 
unforeseen issue or complication arises and the marina facilities cannot 
be modified in the same location, relocation or consolidation would be 
reconsidered. DEIS Engineering Summary Appendix, Chapter 4, 
“Design Consideration for Reservoir Area Infrastructure Modifications 
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and/or Relocations,” “Recreation Facilities” section text has been 
clarified that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

PACK-7: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. According to the 
analysis of impacted recreation facilities around Shasta Lake because of 
the different action alternatives, Packers Bay is facility is not impacted. 
Reclamation will not replace facilities that are not impacted by the 
action alternatives. 

PACK-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment 
Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full 
Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts.” 
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33.11.157 Gracious A. Palmer 

 

Response to Comments from Gracious A. Palmer 
PALM1-1: Comment noted. 
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33.11.158 Penny Palmer 

 

Response to Comments from Penny Palmer 
PALM2-1: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA 
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed 
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately 
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included 
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a 
final decision on the proposed project. 

PALM2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 
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33.11.159 Al Pantalone 

 

Response to Comments from Al Pantalone 
PANT1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

PANT1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

PANT1-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” Master 
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” and 
Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the 
Record.” 
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33.11.160 Arlene Pantalone 

 

Response to Comments from Arlene Pantalone 
PANT2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 
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33.11.161 Katie Parks 

 

Response to Comments from Katie Parks 
PARK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

PARK-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” and Master 
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives – General.” 

PARK-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

PARK-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.162 Gary Penberthy 

 

Response to Comments from Gary Penberthy 
PENB-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

PENB-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 
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PENB-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

PENB-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

PENB-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.163 Lowell S. Perkins 
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Response to Comments from Lowell S. Perkins 
PERK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

PERK-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-11, 
“Inundation Zone/Reservoir Buffer.” 

PERK-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

PERK-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” and Master 
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.” 

PERK-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

PERK-6: Comment noted. 
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33.11.164 Michelle Perkins 

 

Response to Comments from Michelle Perkins 
PERKI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 

PERKI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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PERKI-3: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, 
we appreciate your time in responding to the document. A response to 
this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does 
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories 
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and 
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

PERKI-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9, 
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.” 

33.11.165 Anne Raleigh Perkins 

 

Response to Comments from Anne Raleigh Perkins 
PERKIN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.166 Jeannette Petraitis 

 

 

Response to Comments from Jeannette Petraitis 
PETR-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 
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PETR-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9, 
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.” 

33.11.167 Joseph Pettit 

 

Response to Comments from Joseph Pettit 
PETT-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master 
Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

PETT-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.” 

PETT-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, “Water 
Supply Used for Fracking.” 

PETT-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 
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33.11.168 Jeanine Pfeiffer 
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Response to Comments from Jeanine Pfeiffer 
PFEI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development –Water Supply Reliability,” and Master 
Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and 
Full Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts.” 
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PFEI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.” 

PFEI-3: The information the comment author has provided was not 
known at the time of this Final EIS and could not be found through 
library database queries, Internet research and research in the Lead 
Agency data archives.  The EIS did, however, rely on the best available 
science in support of the analysis that the comment is directed to and it 
is absent of any additional information to substantiate this comment, no 
response is required. 

PFEI-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish 
Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

PFEI-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-11, “Cultural 
Resources and NEPA.” 

PFEI-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

PFEI-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

PFEI-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

PFEI-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-11, 
“Cultural Resources and NEPA.” 

PFEI-10: Thank you for providing your opinion on this topic.  
Reclamation has provided extensive opportunities for coordination, 
input, and review by State agencies, including DFW and DWR, 
throughout the development of the SLWRI DEIS through technical team 
meetings as well as regularly scheduled Project Coordination Team 
Meetings.  Please see Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.169 Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps 

 

Response to Comments from Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps 
PHEL1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent 
of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts.” 

PHEL1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.170 Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps 

 

Response to Comments from Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps 
PHEL2-1: As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the DEIS, the 
Colusa Indian Community Council of the Cachil Dehe Band of Wintun 
Indians are listed as a cooperating agency per NEPA. Additional 
information can be found at http://www.colusa-nsn.gov/. 
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33.11.171 Burt Wilson on Behalf of Public Water News Service 
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Response to Comments from Burt Wilson on Behalf of Public 
Water News Service 
PWNS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

PWNS-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

PWNS-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-344  Final – December 2014 

33.11.172 Roy Reddin 
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Response to Comments from Roy Reddin 
REDDI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

REDDI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 

REDDI-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” and Master 
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.” 

REDDI-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-3, 
“Current Effects to Cultural Resources.” 
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REDDI-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

REDDI-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

REDDI-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best 
Available Information,” Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” and Master 
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.” 

REDDI-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development –Water Supply Reliability,” Master 
Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development – Anadromous 
Fish Survival,” and Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and 
Need and Objectives.” 

REDDI-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

REDDI-10: A response is not required under NEPA because the 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA 
Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4).  This comment will, however, be included 
as a part of the record and made available to decision makers before a 
final decision on the proposed project. 

REDDI-11: The information the comment author has provided was not 
known at the time of this Final EIS and could not be found through 
library database queries, Internet research and research in the Lead 
Agency data archives.  The EIS did, however, rely on the best available 
science in support of the analysis that the comment is directed to and it 
is absent of any additional information to substantiate this comment, no 
response is required. 

REDDI-12: The purpose of the project, as described in Chapter 1, 
“Introduction,” Section 1.2.1, “Project Purpose and Objectives,” of the 
Final EIS, is to improve operational flexibility of the Delta watershed 
system to meet specified primary and secondary project objectives. The 
two primary project objectives are to (1) increase the survival of 
anadromous fish populations in the Sacramento River, primarily 
upstream from the RBPP, and (2) increase water supply and water 
supply reliability for agricultural, M&I, and environmental purposes, to 
help meet current and future water demands, with a focus on enlarging 
Shasta Dam and Reservoir. 

Primary project objectives are those which specific alternatives are 
formulated to address. The two primary project objectives are 
considered to have coequal priority, with each pursued to the maximum 
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practicable extent without adversely affecting the other. The most 
efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta 
Reservoir.  The existing Shasta Reservoir cannot be reoperated to 
benefit anadromous fisheries without impacting water supply reliability. 
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative 
Development – Water Supply Reliability,” and Master Comment 
Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.” 

REDDI-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” Master Comment Response 
EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of 
Significant Environmental Impacts,” Master Comment Response 
ALTD-1, “Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” and 
Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and 
Objectives.” 

33.11.173 Rebecca Rencountre 

 

Response to Comments from Rebecca Rencountre 
RENC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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RENC-2: Thank you for sharing your history.  Your comment will be 
placed in the record for the SLWRI and be made available to decision 
makers. A response to this comment is not required under NEPA 
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed 
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately 
addressed as part of the NEPA process. 

RENC-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

RENC-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

RENC-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources," 

RENC-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

33.11.174 Gary Reynolds 

 

Response to Comments from Gary Reynolds 
REYN-1: Thank you for your comment related to potential employment 
supported by a Shasta Dam enlargement. A response to this comment is 
not required under NEPA because the comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). 
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Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories or 
experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the NEPA 
process. This comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed 
project. Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment Response 
SOCIOECON-2, “Effects on Short-term and Long-term Employment.” 

REYN-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.175 Don Anderson on Behalf of Riverview Golf & Country Club 

 

Response to Comments from Don Anderson on Behalf of 
Riverview Golf & Country Club 
RGCC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

RGCC-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FM-6, “Effects to 
Downstream Flooding.” 
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RGCC-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

RGCC-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish 
Habitat Restoration,” and Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development –Anadromous Fish Survival.” 

RGCC-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS 
Mitigation Plan.” 

RGCC-6: Reclamation’s water rights take into account diversions by 
other water users. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WR-1, “Water Rights.” 
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33.11.176 Linda Richards 

 

Response to Comments from Linda Richards 
RICH-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response CR-1, 
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.” 
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RICH-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-6, “United 
Nations Declaration on ‘The Rights of Indigenous Peoples.’” 

RICH-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-5, 
“Environmental Justice.” 

RICH-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

RICH-5: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA 
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed 
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately 
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included 
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a 
final decision on the proposed project. 
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33.11.177 Mike Ricks 
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Response to Comments from Mike Ricks 
RICKS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

RICKS-2: Thank you for your comment and opinion related to the 
preliminary cost allocation analysis completed for the Draft Feasibility 
Report, which was released to the public in February 2012.  Please refer 
to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project 
Financing.” 

RICKS-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-4, 
“Procurement and Construction Contract Requirements.” 

RICKS-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-4, 
“Procurement and Construction Contract Requirements.” 

RICKS-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-4, 
“Procurement and Construction Contract Requirements.” 

RICKS-6: Additional hydropower production is evaluated in Chapter 
23, “Power and Energy,” of the DEIS. 
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RICKS-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development –Water Supply Reliability.” 

RICKS-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2, “Reduced 
Public Access Around Shasta Lake.” 

RICKS-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development –Water Supply Reliability.” 

RICKS-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

33.11.178 Steve Roderick 
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Response to Comments from Steve Roderick 
RODE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 

RODE-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9, 
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.” 

33.11.179 Michael Rosenthal 

 

Response to Comments from Michael Rosenthal 
ROSE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master 
Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.” 
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33.11.180 Lynn Ryan 
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Response to Comments from Lynn Ryan 
RYAN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 

RYAN-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

RYAN-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to 
Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

RYAN-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1, 
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,” 
and Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects to the Eligibility of 
Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic River System.” 
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RYAN-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-6, 
“Protections of the Lower McCloud River as Identified in the California 
Public Resources Code, Section 5093.542.” 

RYAN-6: Of the increased reservoir storage space, about 378,000 acre-
feet would be dedicated to increasing the supply of cold water for 
anadromous fish survival purposes. Enlarging the reservoir Shasta Dam 
operational guidelines would continue essentially unchanged, except 
during dry years and critical years, when 70,000 acre-feet and 35,000 
acre-feet, respectively, of the increased storage capacity in Shasta 
Reservoir would be reserved to specifically focus on increasing M&I 
deliveries. CP4 also includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring 
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento 
River. 

RYAN-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects 
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic 
River System.” 

RYAN-8: Of the increased reservoir storage space, about 378,000 acre-
feet would be dedicated to increasing the supply of cold water for 
anadromous fish survival purposes. Enlarging the reservoir Shasta Dam 
operational guidelines would continue essentially unchanged, except 
during dry years and critical years, when 70,000 acre-feet and 35,000 
acre-feet, respectively, of the increased storage capacity in Shasta 
Reservoir would be reserved to specifically focus on increasing M&I 
deliveries. CP4 also includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring 
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento 
River. 

RYAN-9: It is unlikely that any of the regulatory requirements, 
including those established in the 2008 USFWS BO, 2009 NMFW BO, 
or by the State Water Board, in the reasonably foreseeable future would 
be removed. These standards require that specific X2, Delta outflow, 
Old and Middle Rivers, and entrainment requirements are met so as to 
protect fish species in the Delta. As a result, there would be minimal 
cumulative impacts to Delta fish, as identified in Chapter 11, “Fisheries 
and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section 11.3.5, “Cumulative Effects.” 

RYAN-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, 
“Water Supply Used for Fracking.” 

RYAN-11: Comment noted.  Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” in the 
Final EIS was revised to enhance the discussion of resources, impacts to 
resources, and mitigation measures for impacted resources. 
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RYAN-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2, 
“Reduced Public Access Around Shasta Lake.” 

RYAN-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

RYAN-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master 
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.” 

RYAN-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master 
Comment Response COST/BEN-4, “Non-monetary Benefits of Action 
Alternatives.” 

RYAN-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development –Water Supply Reliability,” Master 
Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development – Anadromous 
Fish Survival,” and Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and 
Need and Objectives.” 
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33.11.181 Penny Salus 

 

Response to Comments from Penny Salus 
SALU-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

SALU-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-8, 
“Native American Connection to Salmon.” 
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33.11.182 Cathy & Dan Sampson 

 

Response to Comments from Cathy & Dan Sampson 
SAMP-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

SAMP-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

SAMP-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, 
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 

SAMP-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.183 Linda Samuels 

 

Response to Comments from Linda Samuels 
SAMU-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-6, 
“Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.” 

SAMU-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, 
we appreciate your time in responding to the document. A response to 
this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does 
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories 
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and 
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

SAMU-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

SAMU-4: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA 
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
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(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed 
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately 
addressed as part of the NEPA process. Reclamation, through the 
scoping process and discussions with agencies and stakeholders, has 
performed information gathering and focused studies to document 
resource conditions and evaluate the potential impacts of the range of 
alternatives developed through the SLWRI feasibility study. This 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
decision makers before a final decision on the proposed project. 

In addition, this comment appears to be related to the preliminary cost 
allocation analysis completed for the Draft Feasibility Report (which 
was released to the public in February 2012).  Please refer to Master 
Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the Record,” 
and Master Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project 
Financing.” 
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33.11.184 Iris Sanders 
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Response to Comments from Iris Sanders 
SAND-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master 
Comment Response COST/BEN-2, “Comments Related to the SLWRI 
Feasibility Report.” 

SAND-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development –Water Supply Reliability.” 

SAND-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development –Water Supply Reliability.” 

SAND-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose 
and Need and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival.” 

SAND-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-1, 
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

SAND-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan,” and 
Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS and Process to 
Determine Federal Interest.” 
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33.11.185 Harold Jones on Behalf of Sugarloaf Cottages Resort 

 

Response to Comments from Harold Jones on Behalf of Sugarloaf 
Cottages Resort 
SCG-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. While we thank 
you for information and history regarding the operations of your resort, a 
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response to this comment is not required under NEPA because the 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA 
Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed 
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately 
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included 
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a 
final decision on the proposed project. Please refer to Master Comment 
Response REC-5, “Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto 
Federal Lands.” 

SCG-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in responding to the document. A response to this 
comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories 
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and 
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

SCG-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

SCG-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

SCG-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects to 
Private Residences and Businesses.” 

SCG-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-5, “Relocation 
of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal Lands.” 

SCG-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to 
Recreation at Shasta Lake,” Master Comment Response REC-5, 
“Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal Lands,” and 
Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects to Private Residences and 
Businesses.” 

SCG-8: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in responding to the document. This comment does 
not fall under NEPA because the comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Topics such 
as this would take place after Congressional authorization during the 
property acquisition phase. This comment will be included as part of the 
record and made available to decision makers before a final decision on 
the proposed project. 
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SCG-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-2, 
“Unsubstantiated Information.” 

33.11.186 Fusia Schanuth 

 

Response to Comments from Fusia Schanuth 
SCHA-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1, 
“Addition to the Mailing List.” 
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33.11.187 William R. Schaafsma 

 

Response to Comments from William R. Schaafsma 
SCHAA-1: The requested information was sent to the commenter. 

SCHAA-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-9, “Maps 
and Additional Surveys of Private Parcels/Structures.” 

SCHAA-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.188 Kay Schaser 

 

Response to Comments from Kay Schaser 
SCHAS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.189 Maureen Sechrengost 

 

Response to Comments from Maureen Sechrengost 
SECH-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses,” and Master Comment Response 
UR-1, “Effects to Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta 
Lake.” 
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SECH-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

SECH-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects to 
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.” 

SECH-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-1, 
“Development of Cost Estimates.” 
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33.11.190 Heather Shetrawski 
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Response to Comments from Heather Shetrawski 
SHET-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response COST/BEN-5, 
“Potential Project Financing.” 

SHET-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

SHET-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish 
Habitat Restoration,” and Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival.” 

SHET-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native 
American Connection to Salmon.” 

SHET-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

SHET-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

SHET-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition,” and Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native American 
Connection to Salmon.” 

SHET-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.” 

SHET-9: The commenter expressed concern related to the potential uses 
of water supplies from Shasta Reservoir. Suggestions regarding the 
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potential use, sale, and/or transfer of water supplies are speculative in 
nature. Reclamation does not regulate the uses to which CVP water 
supply is put, however, the State Water Board requires the reasonable 
and beneficial use of water through the water right permitting process, 
including agricultural, municipal, and industrial consumptive uses; 
power production; and in-stream uses including fish protection flows. 

SHET-10: NEPA requires full disclosure of the potential effects of 
Federal actions and accompanying alternatives and possible mitigation. 
The Mitigation Measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, "Botanical Resources and 
Wetlands," Section 12.3.5, "Mitigation Measures," describes a range of 
performance measures to mitigate identified impacts on riparian and 
wetland communities. 

Mitigation Measure Bot-7 identifies specific actions (modification of 
dam operations and funding restoration actions) that will be included in 
the final plan to avoid and compensate for impacts on riparian and 
wetland communities such that a no-net-loss performance standard is 
met. Mitigation Measure Bot-7 also identifies the minimum measures 
that will be implemented to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
impacts. Details about off-site mitigation opportunities in the primary 
study area are not yet available. Potential mitigation lands containing 
comparable wetland and special-status species habitat comparable to 
those that would be affected by the action alternatives have been 
identified and specific details about how these lands may be used for 
mitigation will be discussed in detail in future documents and be subject 
to review by regulatory agencies and the public. The DEIS follows 
standard NEPA procedures in disclosing impacts on biological resources 
and providing mitigation measures that Reclamation will be required to 
implement following future Congressional authorization of an action 
alternative. The intent of this document is to identify measures that are 
flexible and adaptable so they can be implemented effectively by 
Reclamation to respond to direct and indirect impacts on riparian and 
wetland habitats resulting from the project. The mitigation measure 
clearly states that a mitigation and adaptive management plan will be 
implemented and will include implementation funding mechanisms and 
criteria. On pages ES-32 and ES-33 of the Executive Summary of the 
DEIS identifies implementation of a comprehensive revegetation plan 
and a comprehensive mitigation strategy to minimize potential effects on 
biological resources as environmental commitments. Therefore, the 
document properly identifies the probability of implementation of 
mitigation as required under NEPA and commits Reclamation to 
implementing this mitigation. 

As stated under Mitigation Measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, "Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands," Section 12.3.5, "Mitigation Measures," 
feasible measures in this context are those that are not in conflict with 
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applicable laws, agreements, and regulations, or with the purpose of the 
project. This section also states that appropriate restoration actions are 
those that do any of the following: 1) enhance connectivity of river side 
channels (e.g., by modifying the elevation of secondary channels, 
remnant oxbows, or meander scars); 2) expand the river meander zone at 
selected locations (e.g., by assisting in funding projects that meet this 
objective); 3) increase floodplain connectivity (e.g., by assisting in 
funding projects that meet this objective); 4) control and remove 
nonnative, invasive plant species from riparian areas to shift dominance 
to native species; 5) create riparian and wetland communities (e.g., 
through plantings); and 6) increase shaded riverine aquatic habitat (e.g., 
through plantings). Because the plan would be developed in 
coordination with USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, and the Sacramento River 
Conservation Area Forum, each of these entities would have the 
opportunity to provide input on the appropriateness and feasibility of 
restoration actions. 

SHET-11: Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section 1.6, “Areas of 
Controversy,” of the DEIS acknowledges that Native American 
concerns and cultural resources remain an area of controversy. 
Information presented to the decision-makers include the Final 
Feasibility Report, Final EIS, comments on the DEIS, and responses to 
comments on the DEIS. The decision-maker will have a full picture of 
the public interests involved in the selection of an alternative to 
recommend to Congress for authorization. 

As stated in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section 1.1.1, “Project Purpose 
and Objectives,” of the Final EIS, the Project purpose is to improve 
operational flexibility of the Delta watershed system to meet specified 
primary and secondary project objectives including increasing survival 
of anadromous fish populations in the Sacramento River and increasing 
water supply and water supply reliability for agricultural, M&I, and 
environmental purposes, to help meet current and future water demands 
(primary objectives); and to conserve, restore and enhance ecosystem 
resources in the Shasta Lake area and the upper Sacramento River, 
reduce flood damage downstream, develop additional hydropower 
generation capabilities at Shasta Dam, maintain and increase recreation 
opportunities at Shasta Lake and maintain or improve water quality 
conditions downstream (secondary objectives). The DEIS examines the 
full range of impacts on the human environment of five action 
alternatives and a no action alternative. 

Chapter 14, “Cultural Resources,” identifies impacts from inundation of 
Traditional Cultural Properties and Sacred Land Filings, which include 
Winnemem Wintu places of traditional, ceremonial, and sacred uses. See 
“Impact Culture-2” in Chapter 14, “Cultural Resources,” Section 14.3.4, 
“Mitigation Measures,” for “CP1,” “CP2,” “CP3,” “CP4,” and “CP5,” 
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are identified as significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation 
identified. 

Impacts to wildlife species is discussed in Chapter 13, “Wildlife 
Resources,” of the EIS. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to 
Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-5, 
“Environmental Justice.” 

SHET-12: Thank you for your comment.  This comment does not raise 
a specific issue related to the DEIS, but merely quotes the DEIS text. 

SHET-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

SHET-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response GEN-5, 
“Some People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

SHET-15: Comment noted. 

SHET-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, 
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 

SHET-17: Please refer to Master Comment Response RE-1, “Reservoir 
Evaporation.” 

SHET-18: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master 
Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project Financing.” 

SHET-19: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 
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33.11.191 Becky Shufelt 
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Response to Comments from Becky Shufelt 
SHUF-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

SHUF-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

SHUF-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

SHUF-4: A response is not required under NEPA because the comment 
does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulation 40 
CFR 1503.4).  This comment will, however, be included as a part of the 
record and made available to decision makers before a final decision on 
the proposed project. 

SHUF-5: Comment noted. A response to this comment is not required 
under NEPA because the comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Some 
comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories, or experiences 
that are not appropriately addressed as part of the NEPA process. This 
comment will, however, be included as part of the record and made 
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed 
project. 
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33.11.192 Michael Reha on Behalf of Silverthorn Resort 

 

Response to Comments from Michael Reha on Behalf of 
Silverthorn Resort 
SILV-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in responding to the document. A response to this 
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comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories 
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and 
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

SILV-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in responding to the document. The DEIS 
Appendices Engineering Summary Appendix, Chapter 5, Attachments 1 
through 4, include the cost estimates for relocation and modifications 
recreational facilities. Included in these costs is all engineering design, 
and construction costs necessary for relocation and modification. 

SILV-3: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in responding to the document. The DEIS 
Appendices Engineering Summary Appendix, Chapter 5, Attachments 1 
through 4, include the cost estimates for relocation and modifications 
recreational facilities. Included in these costs is all engineering design, 
and construction costs necessary for relocation and modification. 

SILV-4: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, 
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” inundated recreation 
facilities and associated utilities would be relocated before demolition to 
the extent practicable. Section 2.3.8 also states that scheduling and 
sequencing of recreation facility relocation or modification construction 
activities will strive to minimize or avoid interruption of public access to 
recreation sites. 

SILV-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4, “Relocation 
of Recreation Facilities.” 

SILV-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4, “Relocation 
of Recreation Facilities.” 

SILV-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-3, “Effects to 
Tourism at Shasta Lake.” 
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33.11.193 Roger and Sherri Lee 
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Response to Comments from Roger and Sherri Lee 
SLEE-1: Comment noted. 

SLEE-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-9, “Maps 
and Additional Surveys of Private Parcels/Structures.” 

SLEE-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-388  Final – December 2014 

33.11.194 Rich Howe on Behalf of Shasta Lake Resorts LP 
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Response to Comments from Rich Howe on Behalf of Shasta Lake 
Resorts LP 
SLRLP-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, 
we appreciate your time in commenting on the document. While we 
thank you for information regarding the operations of your marina a 
response to this comment is not required under NEPA because the 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA 
Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed 
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately 
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included 
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a 
final decision on the proposed project. 

SLRLP-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, 
we appreciate your time in commenting on the document. The text 
referenced in the comment is consistent with the text in the document. A 
response to this comment is not required under NEPA because the 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA 
Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). 

SLRLP-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects 
to Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

SLRLP-4: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans 
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were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

SLRLP-5: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans 
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

SLRLP-6: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans 
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
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Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

SLRLP-7: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans 
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

SLRLP-8: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans 
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

SLRLP-9: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans 
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
“Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
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Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. Reclamation understands that further 
coordination with the USFS permit holders will be required after 
Congressional authorization to finalize relocation plans and develop 
final designs. 

SLRLP-10: As stated in Chapter 1, "Introduction," Section 1.5.3, 
"USFS Use of EIS," expansion of the reservoir would require 
authorization by permit, or other suitable instrument, issued by the 
USFS to Reclamation under the authority of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (Title 43, U.S. Code Section 1761(a)(1)). 

SLRLP-11: Either the special use permit or the special instrument 
would follow standard administrative format and would not be available 
for review. However, premittees affected by the issuance of the special 
use permit of similar instrument may have an opportunity for 
administrative review, under the terms of their permit. 

SLRLP-12: Reclamation and the USFS, operating under a 
memorandum of understanding will cooperate on determining relocation 
of recreation facilities at Shasta Lake. 

SLRLP-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, 
“Range of Alternatives – General.” 

SLRLP-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment 
Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives – General.” 

SLRLP-15: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans 
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 
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SLRLP-16: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans 
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
“Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that affected marinas would 
be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. Reclamation understands that further 
coordination with the USFS permit holders will be required after 
Congressional authorization to finalize relocation plans and develop 
final designs. 

SLRLP-17: Thank you for your comment.  A response to this comment 
is not required under NEPA because the comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). 
Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories or 
experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the NEPA 
process. This comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed 
project. 

SLRLP-18: Thank you for your comment.  A response to this comment 
is not required under NEPA because the comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). 
Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories or 
experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the NEPA 
process. This comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed 
project. 
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33.11.195 Dr. Randall Smith 
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Response to Comments from Dr. Randall Smith 
SMIT1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 
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33.11.196 Randall Smith 

 

Response to Comments from Randall Smith 
SMIT2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 
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33.11.197 Paul Smith 

 

Response to Comments from Paul Smith 
SMITH-1: Operations modeling was performed using the CalSim-II 
CVP/SWP simulation model, the best available tool for predicting 
system-wide water operations throughout the Central Valley. Details on 
the CalSim-II model and the assumptions included in all simulations can 
be found in the Modeling Appendix, Chapter 2, “CalSim-II.” 

SMITH-2: A response is not required under NEPA because the 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA 
Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4).  This comment will, however, be included 
as a part of the record and made available to decision makers before a 
final decision on the proposed project. 

SMITH-3: CVP Hydropower generation was simulated using the 
Benchmark Study Team (BST) power modeling tool LTGen, Version 
1.18, as described in the DEIS in Chapter 23 Power and Energy, Section 
23.3.1. Methods and Assumptions and in the Modeling Appendix, 
Chapter 8, “Hydropower Modeling.”  The model includes a unique 
“energy factor” for each power facility that is computed based on head, 
flow, and overall plant efficiency.  The power factor is then used to 
compute the actual generation. 

SMITH-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-6, 
“Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.” 
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SMITH-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects 
to Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

SMITH-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

33.11.198 John and Anna Harkrader on Behalf of Shasta Marina Resort 
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Response to Comments from John and Anna Harkrader on Behalf 
of Shasta Marina Resort 
SMR-1: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, 
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans were 
developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
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current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

SMR-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. While we thank 
you for information regarding the operations of your marina a response 
to this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does 
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories 
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and 
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

SMR-3: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, 
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans were 
developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

SMR-4: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, 
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans were 
developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
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Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

SMR-5: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, 
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans were 
developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. Please refer to 
Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to Recreation at Shasta 
Lake.” 

SMR-6: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. While we thank 
you for information regarding the operations of your marina a response 
to this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does 
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories 
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and 
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

SMR-7: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. While we thank 
you for information regarding the operations of your marina a response 
to this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does 
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories 
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and 
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made available to decision makers before a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

SMR-8: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, 
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans were 
developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

33.11.199 Fred Specht 

 

Response to Comments from Fred Specht 
SPEC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1, 
“Addition to the Mailing List.” 
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33.11.200 Tony St. Amant 

 

Response to Comments from Tony St. Amant 
STAM-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1, 
“Addition to the Mailing List.” 
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33.11.201 Michael Stapleton 

 

Response to Comments from Michael Stapleton 
STAP-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.202 Monica and Hugo Steensma 
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Response to Comments from Monica and Hugo Steensma 
STEE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to 
Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

STEE-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1, 
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,” 
Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the Lower 
McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources Code, 
Section 5093.542,” and Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects 
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic 
River System.” 

STEE-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts,” Master Comment Response EI-3, “Botanical 
Resources Effects Related to Flow Regimes,” and Master Comment 
Response ESA-1, “Compliance with the Endangered Species Act.” 

STEE-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects 
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic 
River System.” 

STEE-5: Of the increased reservoir storage space, about 378,000 acre-
feet would be dedicated to increasing the supply of cold water for 
anadromous fish survival purposes. Enlarging the reservoir Shasta Dam 
operational guidelines would continue essentially unchanged, except 
during dry years and critical years, when 70,000 acre-feet and 35,000 
acre-feet, respectively, of the increased storage capacity in Shasta 
Reservoir would be reserved to specifically focus on increasing M&I 
deliveries. CP4 also includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring 
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento 
River. 

STEE-6: It is unlikely that any of the regulatory requirements, including 
those established in the 2008 USFWS BO, 2009 NMFW BO, or by the 
State Water Board, in the reasonably foreseeable future would be 
removed. These standards require that specific X2, Delta outflow, Old 
and Middle Rivers, and entrainment requirements are met so as to 
protect fish species in the Delta. As a result, there would be minimal 
cumulative impacts to Delta fish, as identified in Chapter 11, “Fisheries 
and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section 11.3.5, “Cumulative Effects.” 

STEE-7: Comment noted.  Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” in the 
Final EIS was revised to enhance the discussion of resources, impacts to 
resources, and mitigation measures for impacted resources. 



Chapter 33 
Public Comments and Responses 

 33.11-411  Final – December 2014 

STEE-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2, “Reduced 
Public Access Around Shasta Lake.” 

STEE-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

STEE-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master 
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.” 

STEE-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master 
Comment Response COST/BEN-4, “Non-monetary Benefits of Action 
Alternatives.” 

STEE-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.203 Richard & Beverly Steele 

 

Response to Comments from Richard & Beverly Steele 
STEEL-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-
1, “Addition to the Mailing List.” 
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