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Response to Comments from Anna Marie Stenberg

STEN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General,” and Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”

STEN-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General,” Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master
Comment Response DSFISH-6, “Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.”

STEN-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

STEN-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects
to Private Residences and Businesses.”

STEN-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1,
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.”
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Response to Comments from Betty Stephenson
STEP-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, “Available
Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”

STEP-2: Comment noted.
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33.11.206 Raven Stevens

Response to Comments from Raven Stevens
STEV-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”
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John Stokes

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

STOK-2: Impacts related to the lower McCloud River are addressed in
Chapter 25, “Wild and Scenic River Considerations for McCloud
River,” of the EIS. Impacts to the Sacramento River are discussed in a
number of chapters of the EIS; specifically Chapter 11, “Fisheries and
Aquatic Ecosystems,” Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,”
Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” and Chapter 17, “Land Use and
Planning.” Chapter 17, “Land Use and Planning,” has been revised to
include additional discussion related to the rivers listed in the National
Rivers Inventory and/or identified as eligible under the federal Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act. The Pit River has no definitive status under the
federal or state Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Please refer to Master
Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects to the Eligibility of Rivers for
Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic River System.”

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

Response to Comments from Heidi Strand
STRA-1: The requested information was sent to the commenter.

STRA-2: It is unclear what appeals process the commenter is referring
to. However under Administrative Procedures Act (APA) there are
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provisions that would allow a private citizen to challenge a federal
decision. Providing details on that process is beyond the scope of the
SLWRI NEPA process.

33.11.209 Catherine Su
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Response to Comments from Catherine Su
SU-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

SU-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

SU-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-4, “Non-
monetary Benefits of Action Alternatives.”

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

SU-5: 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. As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.2,
“Environmental Commitments Common to All Action Alternatives,”
that relocation assistance will be provided to any individual, family, or
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business displaced according to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.

SU-6: Impacts to plants and wildlife species are discussed in Chapter 12,
“Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” and Chapter 13, “Wildlife
Resources,” of the EIS.

SU-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-2,
“Comments Related to the SLWRI Feasibility Report.”

SU-8: The commenter states that the project “will release toxic waste
and Greenhouse gases that will harm the environment and humans, so
people should be compensated for being exposed to toxic waste and
Greenhouse gas emissions. Cleaning and handling the waste and
compensating people for lost land or disturbance also requires money,
which needs to be taken into account too.” The DEIS addresses potential
impacts associated with project-related emissions of toxic air
contaminants (TACSs), carbon monoxide, and particulate matter under
Impact AQ-3. This discussion is in Chapter 5, “Air Quality and
Climate,” Section 5.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects.” The analysis
determined that the impact from the emissions of these pollutants would
be less than significant because they would not result in high
concentrations at sensitive receptors. Potential impacts associated with
hazards, hazardous materials, and waste are assessed in Chapter 9,
“Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Waste,” of the DEIS and all
impacts were determined to be less than significant or less than
significant after mitigation.

The DEIS addresses potential impacts associated with project-related
emissions of GHGs under Impact AQ-6. This discussion is in Chapter 5,
“Air Quality and Climate,” Section 5.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects.”
This analysis determined that the net increase in GHGs associated with
all the action alternatives would be less than significant due to the long-
term benefits in increased hydropower production at Shasta Dam.

Because these impact analyses determined that toxic air contaminants
and GHG-related impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is
required.

SU-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives — General.”
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33.11.210 Terrie Sullivan
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Response to Comments from Terrie Sullivan

SULL-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response El-1, “Intent of
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts.”

SULL-2: Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” in the Final
EIS was revised to enhance the discussion of resources, impacts to
resources, and mitigation measures for impacted resources. Please refer
to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries
Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program
Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.”

SULL-3: Comment noted.

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

SULL-5: 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.”

SULL-6: SLWRI does not supersede existing laws or regulations and
does not exempt any actions from compliance with applicable laws,
including NEPA or ESA.

SULL-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.”

SULL-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, “Available
Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”
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SULL-9: The purpose of the project, as stated 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. The five secondary project objectives are to
(1) conserve, restore, and enhance ecosystem resources in the Shasta
Lake area and along the upper Sacramento River; (2) reduce flood
damage along the Sacramento River; (3) develop additional hydropower
generation capabilities at Shasta Dam; (4) maintain and increase
recreation opportunities at Shasta Lake; and (5) maintain or improve
water quality conditions in the Sacramento River downstream from
Shasta Dam and in the Delta.

One of the primary project objectives relates to increasing “...water
supply and water supply reliability...to help meet current and future
water demands...” However, meeting all of California’s water needs is
not within the purpose or objectives of the project.

SULL-10: 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. 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,”
Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best Available Information,” and
Master Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project
Financing.”
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33.11.211 Alisha Sutton

Response to Comments from Alisha Sutton
SUTT-1: Comment noted.

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

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

SUTT-4: Comment noted.

SUTT-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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33.11.212 Deborah Svoboda
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Response to Comments from Deborah Svoboda

SVOB-1: Thank you for your comment and opinion related to a
potential 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). 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. Potential private land acquisition issues are not
considered a planning topic that will be addressed in the DEIS or Final
EIS and would be addressed after authorization of the project. 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,”
Master Comment Response REC-5, “Relocation of Private Recreation
Facilities onto Federal Lands,” and Master Comment Response
COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project Financing.”

SVOB-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, “Available
Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”
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SVOB-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-5,
“Environmental Justice.”

SVOB-4: There are multiple factors affecting Chinook salmon
abundance. Water temperature, as noted by NMFS in the Draft and Final
Recovery Plans and the 2009 NMFS BO, is one of the primary factors
affecting the abundance of Sacramento River winter-run Chinook
salmon. However, downstream riverine conditions, Delta conditions,
and ocean conditions, all dictate the return population of spawning fish.
The SLWRI can only ensure conditions are improved for the life stages
that are present between Keswick Dam and Red Bluff. These life stages
are, however, often the most sensitive life stages. By increasing the
survival of the young life stage, the number of fish that are exposed to
the lower river, the Delta, and the ocean are increased, and therefore, the
potential for returning fish to spawn in later years is increased. Please
refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development
— Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master Comment Response DSFISH-3,
“Fish Habitat Restoration,” Master Comment Response DSFISH-8,
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions,” and
Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta
Dam.”

SVOB-5: Conferencing has already begun with NMFS for ESA

Section 7 consultation, and in this process, they have not stated that they
do not believe the SLWRI will have negligible effects on anadromous
fish, nor have they indicated they do not “not support’ this project.

Additionally, NMFS early in the process, and USFWS and CDFW
consistently, have been involved throughout the development of the
alternatives and the DEIS and have attended regular Project
Coordination Team meetings. USFWS and CDFW are both cooperating
agencies for the SLWRI. Please refer to Master Comment Response
DSFISH-5, “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

SVOB-6: The project inherently has irreparable effects on ecosystems in
the reservoir area, as well as on the ecosystems in the upper Sacramento
River by enlarging the dam and reservoir. The project was developed to
satisfy the needs of increased water supply reliability and fisheries
benefits, the project objectives, and seeks to rectify potential damage to
ecosystems caused by the project through project design, environmental
commitments, and mitigation. Additionally, the SLWRI works toward
achieving species recovery goals established by other entities, namely
the NMFS Recovery Plan and/or the Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan
(ARFP) doubling goals, and the 3406(b)(1) of the CVPIA and will work
toward achieving these goals in conjunction with other programs. Also,
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potential program effects on plant and animal species in the upper
Sacramento River and reservoir area are addressed in the EIS, and
comprehensive mitigation has been developed with regard to the species
in the Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy and through ongoing Clean
Water Act and Endangered Species Act compliance. 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 ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General,” and
Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and
Obijectives.”

SVOB-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

SVOB-8: 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.”

SVOB-9: 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.”

SVOB-10: 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.”

SVOB-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose
and Need and Objectives,” 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.”
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33.11.213 Atava Garcia Swiecicki

"The spirit still has something for us to discover - an herb, a sprig, a flower - a
very small flower, maybe you can spend a long time in its contemplation,

thinking about it."

-- Lame Deer, LAKOTA
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Response to Comments from Atava Garcia Swiecicki
SWIE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

SWIE-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

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

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

SWIE-5: Thank you for sharing your opinion. 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.

Michael and Marguerite Sybert
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Response to Comments from Michael and Marguerite Sybert
SYBE-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in responding to the document. As stated in the

December 2014



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

DEIS Appendices Real Estate Appendix Structure Surveys, surveys
were performed on willing property owners who were potentially
impacted by the 18.5 foot raise.

33.11.215 Tammey Tanner

Response to Comments from Tammey Tanner
TANN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects
to Private Residences and Businesses.”
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TANN-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects
to Private Residences and Businesses.”

33.11.216 Roy Thomas

Response to Comments from Roy Thomas
THOMA-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”
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33.11.217 Sarah Thorvund

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

THOR-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

33.11-437 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

THOR-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.

THOR-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9,
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.”
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33.11.218 Chief Jefferson Greywolf-Kelley on Behalf of The Modoc
Nation

33.11-439 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

Response to Comments from Chief Jefferson Greywolf-Kelley on
Behalf of The Modoc Nation

TMN-1: 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 Lead Agency data archives.
The EIS did however rely on the best available science in support of the
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analysis that the comment is directed and absent any additional
information to substantiate this comment, no response is required.

TMN-2: 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.”

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

TMN-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives — General.”

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

TMN-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River.”

TMN-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.”

TMN-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, “Water
Supply used for Fracking.”

TMN-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1,
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan,” and
Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide
Fair and Full Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts.”
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33.11.219 Alden S. Tollgaard
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Response to Comments from Alden S. Tollgaard
TOLL-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native
American Connection to Salmon.”

TOLL-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native
American Connection to Salmon,” Master Comment Response CR-1,
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response
CR-3, “Current Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment
Response CR-5, “Environmental Justice.”

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

TOLL-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native
American Connection to Salmon,” Master Comment Response CR-3,
“Current Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response
CR-15, “National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations.”

TOLL-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose
and Need and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development —Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master
Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

TOLL-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-8,
“Native American Connection to Salmon.”

TOLL-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” and
Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta
Dam.”

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

TOLL-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

TOLL-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

33.11-445 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

33.11.220 Rob Tossberg
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California Wilderness Coalition - United States
This email was sent to rob@planitgreenprinting.com. To stop receiving emails, click hera,
You can also keep up with California Wildemess Coalition on Twiller or Facebook.

Best wishes,

Rob Tossberg

Plan It Green Printing

4955 Highland View Ave.

Eagle Rock, CA 90041
310.403.2530

323.550.1496 fax
rob{@planitgreenprinting.com
www.planitgrecnprinting.com
www.planitgreenprinting.org Blog
2002 CoejlSC Recepient for Businesses Leading the way in
Environmental Practices

Response to Comments from Rob Tossberg
TOSS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

TOSS-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to
Recreation at Shasta Lake.”

TOSS-3: 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.”

TOSS-4: 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.”

TOSS-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&lI
deliveries. CP4 also includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento
River.
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TOSS-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

TOSS-7: 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&lI
deliveries. CP4 also includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento
River.

TOSS-8: It is unlikely that any of the regulatory requirements, including
those established in the 2008 USFWS BO, 2009 NMFS 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.”

TOSS-9: 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.

TOSS-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2, “Reduced
Public Access Around Shasta Lake.”

TOSS-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

TOSS-12: 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.”

TOSS-13: 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.”

TOSS-14: 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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TOSS-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

TOSS-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

TOSS-17: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects
to Recreation at Shasta Lake.”

TOSS-18: 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-6, “Protections of the Lower
McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources Code,
Section 5093.542.”

TOSS-19: Comment noted. Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and
Wetlands,” and Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” in the EIS were
revised to enhance the discussion of resources, impacts to resources, and
mitigation measures for impacted resources.

TOSS-20: 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.

TOSS-21: 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&lI
deliveries. CP4 also includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento
River.

TOSS-22: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River.”

TOSS-23: 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&lI
deliveries. CP4 also includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento
River.

33.11-451 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

TOSS-24: Itis unlikely that any of the regulatory requirements,
including those established in the 2008 USFWS BO, 2009 NMFS 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.”

TOSS-25: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

TOSS-26: All operations simulation modeling in the DEIS was
performed with the latest version of the CalSim-I1 simulation model, the
best available tool for modeling joint CVP/SWP system operations in
California. The assumptions in the modeling used in support of this
document included the 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS BO, as well
as the most recent versions of all other regulatory conditions. Specific
details of the assumptions included in the CalSim-11 modeling are
included in the Modeling Appendix. In the modeling many other water
supply and water quality requirements must be met to allow exports.
Delta wide requirements are met with the additional releases from the
enlarged Shasta reservoir allowing additional pumping. The results of
this modeling include the system response to the project including
changes in reservoir storages, releases, stream flows, and Delta exports.
These results are summarized in the text with full results included in the
Modeling Appendix.
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Response to Comments from Patricia Townsley
TOWN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”

TOWN-2: Comment noted.

TOWN-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival.”

TOWN-4: The Auburn Dam remains an active authorized project, and
Reclamation continues to manage the Auburn Project Lands as a
potential reservoir site.

Additionally, the structural analyses for the proposed Shasta Dam raise
considered the latest available information on potential seismic sources
in the region, which include a few known Quaternary (active) faults, but
none close to the dam. Historic seismicity in the region has been
characterized as low to moderate. By following the seismic design
criteria for Shasta Dam, potential impacts associated with seismicity in
the Shasta Dam and vicinity area would be mitigated. This comment will
be included as part of the record and made available to decision makers
before a final decision on the proposed project. TOWN-5: Please refer to
Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the
Record.”

TOWN-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability,” and Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General.”
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33.11.222  Frank D. Treadway
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Response to Comments from Frank D. Treadway

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

TREA-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”

TREA-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition,” Master Comment Response CR-5, “Environmental
Justice,” and Master Comment Response CR-11, “Cultural Resources
and NEPA.”
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33.11.223 David Grey on Behalf of Tsasdi Resort

From: David Grey <tsasdi(@snowcrest.net>

Date: July 18, 2013, 7:41:19 AM PDT

To: <kchow(@usbr.gov>, <bor-mpr-slwin{@usbr.gov=>

Subject: Writen comment for Public Review and Comment Period

July 18, 2013

Good Morning Katrina,

Thank you for help and assistance Tuesday evening; | greatly appreciated your directing me to
the person who was able to answer my question regarding dyke construction.

Enclosed is an OpEd article that | have written and submitted to the Record Searchlight.

Per the EIS proposal, the relocation of permitted businesses on the lake will be relocated
TSAS1-1 whereas this option is not provided for businesses located on private property around the lake.
Since private property businesses will not be relocated this action effectively removes private
businesses from being present on Shasta Lake. The effects of this action needs to be addressed
in the public review and comments in the Final EIS which will be retained in the SLWRI Record.

The elimination of private businesses on Shasta Lake reduces competition between government
approved operations and private business operations. The public is restricted in choice and
alternatives on one of the largest lakes in California. [Employment opportunities are reduced and
the taxes paid to Shasta County in terms of TOT taxes and property taxes are decimated (house
TSAS1-2 |boat companies and camp grounds on federal land do not pay TOT taxes and property taxes to
the county).

TSAS1-3 In addition in the Lakehead area of the lake, restaurants, bars, and the grocery store would be
dramatically affected financially which will likely lead to their demise.

Sincerely,

David Grey
Owner, Tsasdi Resort
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IT IS DIFFICULT TO CHANGE

Whenever we are facing change, we prefer to have choices in the direction that change

is occurring. Allow me to put in perspective some of the change our community will be
confronting as we come to terms with the raising of Shasta Dam.

This OpEd is written from the perspective as a business owner on Shasta Lake. Itis my
position that the raising of Shasta Dam to increase water storage can be good for our
community as well as to benefit all of California. At the present time when the lake is
full our lake has a little less than 400 miles circumference to it and as a comparison this
is about four times the circumference of Lake Tahoe. During the last years for the most
part the forest service and the business community on the lake have worked in
partnership with each other. We have appreciated each other’s concerns and have tried
to make decisions that would be best to preserve the specialness of this lake as well as

supporting business opportunities around the lake.

As some of you may recall in 2007 there were several issues that immerged when the
raising of the lake was once again being discussed as part of the updating of the Bureau
of Reclamation’s Feasibility Report. One significant issue that the forest service
proposed was their desire to absorb an additional 50 vertical feet above the high water
mark when the dam was raised or 300 horizontal feet whichever more was. At that
time Congressman Wally Herger initiated contact with Sharon Heywood, Forest
Supervisor having her state the legal justification they were operating from to confiscate
private property around the lake. It appeared after this confrontation this matter faded
and unfortunately it remains as an ambiguous option in the current Environmental

Impact Statement (June 2013).

In the current Feasibility Report there are charts in the report that directly addresses
whatever private properties may be taken and the value of these reimbursements’.
There is a value placed on improved land vs. unimproved land etc. Businesses that are
currently located on forest service property and have permits to operate will be
relocated to another area on the lake. What is being proposed is that private business
will be “bought out” and eliminated and “permitted businesses” will be relocated and by
necessity combined around the lake. One interesting question is why should permitted
businesses around the lake be relocated while private property be eliminated? Many of
the affected business properties are located on the Sacramento arm of the lake in the
area of Lakehead. There are campgrounds, marinas, and resorts with cabins that will be
affected.
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Historically most of the businesses around the lake were established in the early 1950's.
The business community on the lake works fairly well together. We in some ways are in
competition with each other, but what permeates this community is that when we all
work together we can all become more successful. What we all have in common is the
lake and by working together we can attract more guests to visit the lake. All of us have
stories of families coming to the lake renting the same cabin or the same campsite, or
the familiar house boat year after year. At Tsasdi Resort we have families renting the
same cabin for 35 consecutive years three generations. Many of the guests have been
staying with us for the last ten to twenty years. Usually during the summer we are
booked a year in advance from Saturday to Saturday. All of the businesses on the lake
are primarily seasonal which creates a business with an interesting life style. We are
small businesses that carter to the needs of families. We all enjoy the lake and want to
share this jewel of Northern California with others. We all have invested our financial
returns in improving our properties and have been committed to make our lake a

setting that people want to visit.

TSAS-7

To be more specific there are two resorts that only have cabins and boat docks on the
lake located on private property; Sugarloaf Cottage Resort and Tsasdi Resort. Both of
these resorts have been in continuous business for over sixty years. Over the last ten
years our two resorts have contributed over a $1,000,000 in direct tax revenue to Shasta
TSAS-8 County. Between our two resorts during this same period we have provided lodging for
over 60,000 people who have then spent money supporting the businesses in Lakehead,
spent money in the various marinas on the lake, as well as spending money in Redding’s
gas stations, Costco, restaurants, movie theaters, Sun Dial Bridge, Shasta Lake Caverns
etc. We also sponsor two fishing tournaments each year that have drawn over 3200
fishermen to the lake during the last ten years. As evident from the above our two small
resort businesses have made a sizeable contribution to Shasta County and our
community.

Change is inevitable and something that can be exciting in which to participate. The
change that the business community around the lake is facing is coming to terms with
TSAS-9 |eliminating private land and the businesses located on them and then the relocating and
consolidating existing camp grounds and marinas that are located on forest service
properties. Historically we have provided services to families that have come to visit us

over generations.How much control do we want to give government to dictate what

they want for our lake? Should government pick which businesses to survive the raising

TSAS-10 . o . ,

of the lake? | Another troubling question is do we want to have the private businesses
TSAS-11 | and private property effectively removed from the shores of Shasta Lake?

Response to Comments from David Grey on Behalf of Tsasdi
Resort

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

TSAS-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1,
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.”

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

TSAS-4: 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
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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.

TSAS-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-11,
"Inundation Zone/Reservoir Buffer.”

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

TSAS-7: 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.

TSAS-8: 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 resort 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 REC-5,
“Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal Lands.”

TSAS-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

TSAS-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

TSAS-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.224

TSAS2-1

TSAS2-2

David Grey
TSAS2

Owner: David Grey
W Esasdiresors. comr

CBLHEAS UF NLELEdETIDA
UBRRICIAL Kl zopy
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September 21, 2013

Karina Chow __?4 0
Project Manager L
Burgan of Reclamation, Planning Mivizion —

2800 Cottage Way e T
Sucramento, (A 95825-1893

RE: Comments Regarding Raising Shasta Dam

Dear Karin.

+ Enclosed is a copy of my Op-Ed article thatappeared in Record Searchlight on
Sunday August i1, 2013,

The focws of this Op-Ed article concemed the removal of private business properties
around Shasta Lake vs. "permitted” businesses on Forest Service property being
relocated. Discussed in the article is the economic effect of this pelicy on the
community of Lakehead as well as the city of Redding and Shasta County. The
remediation of this action is to have the private business parcels that will be
confiscated be relocated in other areas of the lake. To achieve this BOR should be an
active participant in strongly recomimending that this is the correct action that should
be done 1o balance private parly businesses and businesses on lorest service
properties. The history that has existed on this lake since its conception is to have a
mix of private properly and public lands,

o In the Drafl Environmental Impaet Statement there 15 generally a lack of
specificity. In the puior draft, the proposed realignment of Lakeshore Drive was
drawn; inn the most recent draft the realigminent proposal is not included.
Specifically if the lower section of my resort property will be the location of
Lakeshore Drive my home, swinuning pool, conference room. laundry room, and
15 cabins will need to be rebuilt in the upper portion of my property. Fair market
value would be assigned to the buildings and land, what additional
reimbursements would he made for meeting corrent codes and building
requirements. This issue is not specific to my property, but it applies to the SCANNED
marinas that would be combined and relocated in other areas of the lake, The fees
required relocating buildings and accessonies hecomes a majPrgiiRgRg, o the - . o
husiness owner. These matiers are not addressed in the curr LRt

19990 Lakeshore Drive ¢ Lakehead, California &:;'3"“ =2 S
; 382575 5- x| . & Initlsl i
(530) 238-2575 & B00) 995-0291 + Fax: (530) 23 X' é{__}} AT I
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Page 2
Comments Regarding Raising Shasta Dam

* During the construction of the dam, the railroad bridges and the roads, how will
the loss of business be addressed? Some businesses while they are relocating will

TSAS2-3 not be able to operate. Since this project will take many years to be completed the
toss of income to the hisiness owners around the lake s a significant issue to be
addressed.

* BOR is being disingenuous when they say that with their recommendations
recteation will be increased with the raising of Shasta Dam. Certainly it is
expected there will be more surface water io recreate on. What ace being

TSAS2-4 removed are businesses (resoris) that have cabing Jocated on private property.

Many of these cabins have modern amenities such as flat screens TV's, and

marble counter tops that provide an atmosphere that attract puests who come back

year afler year. This is pert of the recremtional experience that currently exists on
the lake: the cousegrence of remosiag this niche i not considered or being
addressed in this proposal,

As a business owner [ require much more detall to evaluate my options. 1t is
interesting to look at the bioud strokes that have heen provided in the cureent report,
TSAS2-H but significant information is lacking in order o make informed business decisions.
Unfortunately, it appears that the residences and buginesses are seen as
*collateral damage” in ihis project and it will precede no mater what the costs

A

| [ L
David Grey I—JY
Owner Tsasdi Resort

CC: Congressman Doug [aMalfa
CC: Senator Jim Niclser
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TSAS2-6

TSAS2-7

TSAS2-8

TSASZ2-9

TSAS2-10

Op-Ed article that appeared in Record Searchlight on Sunday August 11, 2013, written by
David Grey

IT IS DIFFICULT TO ACCEPT CHANGE

Whenever we are facing change, we prefer to have choices in the direction that change is
occurring, Aflow me to put in perspective some of the change our Lakehead community will be
confronting as we come to terms with the raising of Shasta Dam.

This OpEd is written from the perspective of a small business owner on Shasta Lake. [t is my
position that the raising of Shasta Dam to increase water storage could be good for our
community and could even benefit all of California. Mow when Shasta Lake is full there are a
litte less than 400 shoreline miles. in comparison, this is about four times the circumference of
Lake Tahoe. In addition, the U.5, Forest Service and the Lakehead business community
operating along the lakeshore have, for the most part, worked in partnership with each other.
We have appreciated one another’s concerns and have tried to make decisions that would best
preserve the uniqueness of Shasta Lake, while continuing to support business opportunities
around the lake,

Some may recall that several issues emerged in 2007 when the raising of Shasta Dam was
discussed as part of the Bureau of Reclamation's process to update their Feasibility Report. One
significant issue that the U.S. Forest Service proposed was their desire to absorb an additional
50 vertical feet above the high water mark should the dam be raised or 300 horizontal feet,
whichever measured more. At that time, Congressman Wally Herger initiated contact with
Sharon Heywood, Forest Supervisar, requesting she state the legal justification under which the
.5, Forest Service would operate in order to confiscate additional private property around the
lake. It became evident that after this request was made, the subject faded and, unfortunately,
still remains an ambigucus option in the current Environmental Impact Statement (June 2013).

This is despite the assurance of the local Bureau of Reclamation representatives that the issue
has been dropped as an option by the U.S. Forest Service.

In the carrent Bureau of Reclamation Feasibility Report, there are charts that directly address
which private properties may be taken when Shasta Dam is raised and a summarized proposed
value to be assigned for reimbursement to the owners. There are values placed on improved
land ws. unimproved land, for example. Businesses that are currently located on U.S. Forest
Service property and have permits to operate will be relocated to another area on Shasta Lake.
Private business, on the other hand, will be “bought out” and eliminated. This will leave the
“permitted businesses” to relocate and, by necessity, combine to afternate shoreline locations
directed by the LS. Forest Service. One perplexing question fs, “Why should permitted
businesses around the lake be relocated, while private property is directed to be eliminated?”
The affected business properties are located on the Sacramento arm of the Shasta Lake in the
area of my community of Lakehead, There are privately owned campgrounds, marinas, and
resarts with cabins that will be affected by the Bureau of Reclamation proposals.

Historically, most of the businesses around Shasta Lake were established in the early 1950,
The business community attempts to work together. We are in some ways competitive, but one
common ground permeates this business community -- when we all werk together we can all
become more successful. What we have in common is the beautiful shoreline of Shasta Lake,
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and by working together, we can attract more guests to visit the our businesses an the lake. All
of us have stories of families coming to Lakehead and renting the same cabin or the same
campsite, or the familiar house boat year after year. At Tsasdi Resort, we have rental histories
of families who have reserved the same cabin for 35 consecutive years spanning three
generations. Many of our guests have rental histories averaging ten to twenty years. Usually
hefore our summer ends, the entire Tsasdi Resort is booked a year in advance from Saturday to
Saturday, Itis of interest to point out that our private businesses are essentially seasonal, which
creates a business atmosphere with an unique life style. We are small businesses that cater to
the needs of families. We enjoy our beautiful Shasta Lake and want to share this "jewel of
Northern California” with others. We have invested our financial returns toward improving our
private business properties and are committed to maintain a shoreline setting that will attract
visitors.

Specificly, there are two resorts on privately deeded property in Lakehead that provide cabins
and private boat docks: Sugarloaf Cottage Resort and Tsasdi Resort. Both of these resorts have
been in continuous business for more than sixty years. Over the last ten years, these two
resorts have contributed more than one million dollars in direct tax revenue to Shasta County.
During this same period, these two resorts have provided lodging for more than 60,000 people
who have, in turn, spent dollars supporting the other small businesses in Lakehead, spent dollars
at various marinas on Shasta Lake, and spend maney in Redding’s gas stations, Costco,
restaurants, movie theaters, the Sun Dia! Bridge, Shasta Lake Caverns etc. These two resorts
also sponsor two fishing tournaments each year that have drawn over 3200 fishermen to Shasta
Lake during the last ten years. It is evident that Lakehezd’s two small privately owned resorts
have made a large contribution to our local economy and surrounding Shasta County.

Change is inevitable and something that can be exciting. The change that the privately owned
small businesses around Shasta Lake are facing is difficult to accept. The Bureau of Reclamation
is planning to eliminate all privately owned business located aleng the shoreline of Shasta Lake
in arder to relocate and consolidate all existing camp grounds and marinas tocated on and
operated by the U.S. Forest Service. rHow much control do we want to give our federal

government? Should the government be permitted to eliminate all free private enterprise and
create a monopoly for all the concessions associated with camping, cabins and marinas on
Shasta Lake?

As a private small business ewner in Lakehead, | would like to see our U.S. Congress include
mitigating legisiation that creates hew public lands along the shores of Shasta Lake on which the
four privately owned camping and marina business could relocate when Shasta Dam Is raised.

Response to Comments from David Grey

TSAS2-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI,
we appreciate your time in responding to the document. A response to
this 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.

TSAS2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4,
“Relocation of Recreation Facilities,” 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.”

TSAS2-3: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” inundated
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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.

TSAS2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-5,
“Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal Lands.”

TSAS2-5: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI,
we appreciate your time in responding to the document. Compliance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347) is
mandated for federal agencies in carrying out their policies, programs,
plans and other functions. NEPA requires federal agencies, whenever
recommending or proposing legislation or other major federal actions, to
prepare a detailed statement (i.e., the EIS) that describes the
environmental impacts of the proposed action, any adverse
environmental effects which cannot be avoided, alternatives to the
proposed action, the relationship between local short-term uses of man’s
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term
productivity, and any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources which would be involved in the proposed action. This
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
decision makers before a final decision on the proposed project.

TSAS2-6: 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.

TSAS2-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-11,
"Inundation Zone/Reservoir Buffer.”

TSAS2-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

TSAS2-9: The DEIS supersedes content provided in the Draft
Feasibility Report for the SLWRI. As described in the Real Estate
Appendix (page 3-4) describes the methods for determining impacted
parcels and value estimates for real estate acquisition costs regarding the
different alternatives for the SLWRI project. As stated in Purpose and
Scope of the Real Estate Appendix, the purpose of described analysis is
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to compare project alternatives at a feasibility level analysis. It is
acknowledged that raising Shasta Dam would have varying impacts on
private homes and businesses. Businesses operated under USFS lease in
the project area are typically marinas, features by which planning-level
costs estimates can be defined for the purposes of NEPA. Relocation of
businesses on private property is determined following Congressional
authorization of the project. The relocation of businesses, and private
homes, are prescribed by the policies and provisions in the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970, as amended (Uniform Act) (49 CFR 24), as stated in Chapter 2,
page 2-26. All Federal, State, local government agencies, and others
receiving Federal financial assistance for public programs and projects
that require the acquisition of real property must comply with the
policies and provisions set forth in the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended
(Uniform Act) (49 CFR 24). All relocation and property acquisition
activities, such as those associated with temporary easements during
construction or with permanent changes in the study area, would be
performed in compliance with the Uniform Act. Any individual, family,
or business displaced by implementation of any of the action alternatives
would be offered relocation assistance services for the purpose of
locating a suitable replacement property, to the extent consistent with
the Uniform Act.

Under the Uniform Act, relocation services for residences would include
providing a determination of the housing needs and desires, a
determination of the amount of replacement housing each individual or
family qualifies for, a list of comparable properties, transportation to
inspect housing referrals, and reimbursement of moving costs and
related expenses. For business relocation activities, relocation services
would include providing a determination of the relocation needs and
requirements; a determination of the need for outside specialists to plan,
move, and reinstall personal property; advice as to possible sources of
funding and assistance from other local, State, and Federal agencies;
listings of commercial properties, and reimbursement for costs incurred
in relocating and reestablishing the business. No relocation payment
received will be considered as income for the purpose of the Internal
Revenue Code.

TSAS2-10: 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
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made available to decision makers before a final decision on the
proposed project.

TSAS2-11: 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.

TSAS2-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1,
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.”

TSAS2-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

TSAS2-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.225 Gloria Silverthorne Gomes on Behalf of United Tribe of
Northern California, Inc., Wintoon-Wintu-Wintun
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chiefs such as Sadum-Sally, Dalla-can, Wiel-putus, Shoo-toot, and the
great chief Dol '-le-ken-til'-le-meh, who died about 1895. Southern
ALy, reported:
ome of the noted chiefs of the McCloud tribe before the

coming of the whites were tho-cho-ha, Clu-chu, and palla-ken-tell-

me. During the troubled times of the gold rush chiefs were: Black

Hawk, so called by the whites, 1B851-1853, Num-tarium and Bulla-

Faromah -- 1B853-1855.

Norel-putus (Called Captain John by the whites), late fifties.
We-en-con-ness, in the sixties, cal-cah-lula (Black Salmon) from
the seventies to the nineties. These chiefs were among those who
guided the ill-fortunes of the unlucky Win-nim-min tribes during
those tragic days (May Hazel Sputhern, unpublished notes on Wintun,
Shasta College Library, mpril 18, 1941.)

A series of elected local Headmen followed or survived into the 1900s,
until the Baird Wintoons began to elect leaders and representatives and
established the Winnemem Baird Ruxiliary. These late hereditary chiefs
included Sun-ne-sa, or Alexander, who died at 75 in 1909 and is buried
at Antler. There was always controversy over their selection cor their
fitness to rule, and none lasted long in office, or achieved the stature
of their predecessors, due to lack of popular support. Probably the
first of the elected great chiefs from this century was a Nomtipom,
Chief Edward Alexander, son of Sun-ne-sa, who was voted in, succeeding
his father, at an election at Turtle Bay in 1914, Other Chiefs were
elected, but none had the following and authority of their predecessoIs.
Cultural and spiritual continuity rested with Shamans and elected heads
of families in more recent historical times, with the series of
organizations and institutions representing continuity of secular and
political leadership, determining membership and exercising governmental
influence in the community from precontact times to the present, as
organized under the Baird Indian Auxiliary, Wintun Cultural and
Educational Association, and Toyon Wintu Center, Inc.

From before 1900 to 1930, and the destruction by a mysterious fire
of the Baird Auxiliary Council House and its records at Stillwater,
secular leadership of the Wintun Tribe resided in that organization at
that site and several other meeting sites along the McCloud River (Lala
Curl, Interview, LIFE building, Central Valley, Ca., August 12, 1990, &
p.m.), and even at Mike Reid's hlut dance house in Redding at the
present site of the Downtown Mall (Florence Jones, interview, June 19,
1990). In the years following the burning of the Baird Buxiliary Council
House, tribal meetings and gatherings occurred at the Rainbow Club in
Buckeye, now the home of Lala Curl (Lala Curl, Interview, Holiday Inn,
Redding, Oect. 27, 4:00 p. m., 1989: and at LIFE building, Central
valley, Ca., hugust 12, 6 p. m., 1990.) (The Tribe was never formally
organized under the terms of the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934; but
neither did they vote against its application to them, and so they
remain eligible to organize under Section 16 of that Act. The Tribe was
not listed in Theodore Haas's Ten Years of Tribal Government under the
IRA california (1947) as having had an IRA election.

In 1971, the tribe gained a temporary trust land base (the
abandoned CCC camp in which Wintun Tribe and other workers lived during
the building of the Shasta pam) by occupation. This site held a

nnannA
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makeshift rancheria for Wintuns from at least the 1850s, where they
hecame krowrn as Seaman's Indians from the 1850s. At the time of the
Dersch merders, the Seamans family had protected them in August of 1866
(Alice Seamans, n.d.). Caleen Sisk wrote of this event recently (Sisk
1989: 10, ff.; see below). The Wintun Tribe continued efforts te hang
ontc =hes property in defiance of non-Indian interlopers and pretenders
to the z:tie, who actually physically attacked members of the Band to
evict thes from the land in the 19th century.

Josephine R. Vogler, Secretary of Toyon Wintu Center, Inc., in a
Letter of &pril 14, 1972 to Ed Forbes, Director, SCCAP, made a request
that the Toyon Wintu Center, Inc. be treated as the sole, authorized
entitv fcr the purpose of receiving funds, and for the purposes of
adminissering the Toyon facility. Chuck Gardinier was to be denied
author:tv == coordinator of the facility; Elvin McDaniel was to be
denied trhe r:ght to conduct activities with his community board; and Mr.
Legs was to cease CAP activities on the property and remit rent. The
Center wzs= —o cooperate with all Indians occupying the site, and others
willd comply with the rules of the Board. She added:

ne Wintu people are asserting our ancestral rights, along with

f.rst agreement put forth to the Wintu people by your agency
vourself which brought about the Incorporation of the Toyon
tu Center, Inc.
Mrs. ¥Vogler had the only minutes for the tribal meetings as acting
+ from August, 1971 until new elections.

ril 30, 1972, the Board Members and candidates for the Board
ntu Center, Inc. were Raymond Markwick (of Redding), Vice
la Curl (of Redding), Treasurer, Lorrin Timmons (of Toyon),
ns (of Toyon), Mildred Rhoades (of Big Bend), Jack Potter
{(of B:g Send), Al Thomas (of Toyen), Lenore Cornish (of Toyon), June
Smith =f F¥eswick), Josephine R. Vogler (of Redding), Secretary, Frank
Lz Penz  of Sacramentc), Harley Hampton (of Shasta), President, Ernest
Bragheztz (of Redding), Ivan Edmonds (of Redding), Evelyn Bickle (of
Redd:ng . Elections were held May 20, 1972 and results reported at a
meeting “ay 23, 1972 at the Rainbow Club (still a favored membership
meeting site).

Throughout the 1970s, and for a decade afterwards, the Band
continued to inguire as to the prospects of completing the transfer of
the land into trust. They never lost faith that eventually the United
States would secure their land base and made no attempt to obtain
another, until they realized at last that the government had abandoned
them and there was no other land available in the area for them to buy.

In & resolution signed Octcber 3, 1984, dated June 9, 1984, under
Loren Timmons and Sharon Vasguez, Toyon Wintu Center, Inc.. and Wintu
Education and Cultural Council agreed to seek recognition for the Wintu
Tripe. Subsequently, various schisms occurred in the leadership of the
Tribe until the resolution of these problems eventually became possible
in the joint resolution of all the groups to acknowledge the original
foundation of tribal government and its continuous basis in 1990.

Today the Tribe holds a claim to use of the GSA land in the name of
Toyon Wintu, Inc., as a result of a settlement in the Scholfield case
(1985), with a promise of eight years continued usufructuary rights,
pending the outcome of federal acknowledgement efforts.

T

L s
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United States Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Response to Comments from Gloria Silverthorne Gomes on Behalf
of United Tribe of Northern California, Inc., Wintoon-Wintu-Wintun

UTNC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”
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UTNC-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”

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

UTNC-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects
to Private Residences and Businesses.”

33.11.226 Jason Vandrack

Response to Comments from Jason Vandrack

VAND-1: Thank you for your comment related to potential employment
supported by a Shasta Dam enlargement. Please refer to Master
Comment Response SOCIOECON-2, “Effects on Short-term and Long-
term Employment.”
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33.11.227 Chris Veal
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Response to Comments from Chris Veal
VEAL-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-11,
"Inundation Zone/Reservoir Buffer.”
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33.11.228 Julia Catherine Voorhees
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ANDROMODOUS FISH

['am quite upset with the proposed notion that raising the dam has absolutely anything to
do with the efforts to ensure the survival of the local anadromous fish populations. Specific
studies to the Shasta Dam region have been conducted, on tax payer dollars, to prove the validity
of the project on this pretense and results were contradictory.

[ want to return attention to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administrations’
(NOAA) biological opinion and reiterate their final opinion on the Shasta Dam raise. The
NMFS’s final Opinion concludes that based on the best available scientific and commercial
information, the California State Water Project-Central Valley Project (CVPISWP) operations
are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the following federally listed species:

*Endangered Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha),

*Threatened Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon (0. tshawytscha),
*Threatened Central Valley steelhead (0. mykiss),

*Threatened Southern Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of North American green
sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris), and

*Southern Resident killer whales (Orcinus orca).

The National Marine Fisharies Servic NMFS also concludes that the proposed action is likely to
destroy or adversely modify the designated critical habitats of:

+ Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon (Endangered),

* Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, and

* Central Valley steelhead, and

* Proposed critical habitat for the Southern DPS of North American green sturgeon.

Additionally, the Bureau of Reclamation Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report —
June 2013 specifically states that the current dam proposal will have serious negative effects on
the anadromous fish population and that the “Only one alternative (CP4) provides any
measurable benefit to anadromous fish survival, and even under that alternative, in the vast
majority of years the enlarged cold water pool results in either negligible or slightly negative
impacts to Chinook salmon survival. In about 90 percent of the years, there would be no benefit
to anadromous fish survival. Even in CP4, the benefits of an enlarged cold water pool for each of
the four runs of Chinook salmon are limited to a few critical and dry water years representing 6 —
16 percent of the water years, based on the 1922 — 2002.”

To truly benefit andromodous fish and other wildlife in the Sacramento River, the SLWRI
should consider a "no-dam raise" alternative that restores salmon spawning and rearing habitat,
improves fish passage, increases minimum flows, screens existing water diversions, and modifies
the current operation of the reservoir to increase cold water storage for fisheries, as
recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
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Response to Comments from Julia Catherine Voorhees

VOOR-1: In the EIS, Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” was revised to
enhance the discussion of special-status species, impacts to special-
status species, and mitigation measures for special-status species.

VOOR-2: The SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must be
met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. While the
SLWRI is not the only way to improve anadromous fish survival, 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-2, “Alternative
Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master Comment Response
ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General,” Master Comment
Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” and Master
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Comment Response GEN-5, “Some People Support Dam Raise and
Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

VOOR-3: Shasta salamander is not a federally listed species. Itis a
California state listed threatened species. According to the USFWS,
“Critical habitat is a term defined and used in the Federal Endangered
Species Act. It is a specific geographic area(s) that contains features
essential for the conservation of a threatened or endangered species and
that may require special management and protection.” The USFWS has
not proposed the Shasta salamander for listing, nor has it designated
critical habitat for this species.

The Final EIS has been revised to enhance the discussion of Shasta
salamander, impacts to Shasta salamander, and mitigation measures for
Shasta salamander. Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat for the
Shasta Salamander,” addresses impacts to Shasta salamander in Chapter
13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the Final EIS.

VOOR-4: The EIS and Wildlife Resources Technical Report
Attachment 2, “Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the
Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area,” was
updated to include the correct number of Shasta salamander sites. The
Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 9, “Shasta Salamander
Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta salamander survey
results. In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” Section 13.3.4, “Direct
and Indirect Effects Section, of the EIS, Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss
of Habitat for the Shasta salamander” includes the analysis of impacts to
Shasta salamander. The EIS was revised to enhance the mitigation
measures (Section 13.3.5, “Mitigation Measures™) for Shasta
salamander.

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

VOOR-6: As described in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources,” Section 11.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” raising Shasta
Dam does show benefits to local anadromous fish populations. Please
refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some People Support Dam
Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

VOOR-7: While the CVP and SWP operations were concluded in the
2009 NMFS BO to likely destroy or adversely modify the designated
critical habitat of the Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon,
Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, Central Valley steelhead,
and green sturgeon, the SLWRI would provide benefits to the habitat of
these species/runs by improving water temperatures and, under CP4 and
CP5, including spawning and rearing habitat restoration. Please refer to

33.11-481 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the
Record,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat
Restoration.”

VOOR-8: While the CVP and SWP operations were concluded in the
2009 NMFS BO to likely destroy or adversely modify the designated
critical habitat of the Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon,
Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, Central Valley steelhead,
and green sturgeon, the SLWRI would provide benefits to the habitat of
these species/runs by improving water temperatures and, under CP4 and
CP5, including spawning and rearing habitat restoration. Please refer to
Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the
Record,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat
Restoration.”

VOOR-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

VOOR-10: The SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must
be met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. While the
SLWRI is not the only way to improve anadromous fish survival, 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-2, “Alternative
Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master Comment Response
P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” Master Comment
Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat Restoration,” and Master Comment
Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery
Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program Doubling Goals and
Biological Opinions.”

VOOR-11: 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 P&N-1, “Purpose
and Need and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives — General.”

VOOR-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

VOOR-13: 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. Reclamation, through the
scoping process and discussions with agencies and stakeholders, has
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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.”

VOOR-14: 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 EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide
Fair and Full Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts.”

33.11.229 Mike and Katie Voss
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Response to Comments from Mike and Katie Voss
VOSS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General.”
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VOSS-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”

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

VOSS-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”

VOSS-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”

33.11.230 Russ Wade

Response to Comments from Russ Wade
WADE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”
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33.11.231 Margret and Fritz Griener Wagner

Response to Comments from Margret and Fritz Griener Wagner
WAGN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

WAGN-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”

WAGN-3: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI,
we appreciate your time in responding to the document. The proposed
dam raise has been studied extensively and will fully meet
Reclamation's public protection guidelines for dam safety. This
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
decision makers before a final decision on the proposed project.

WAGN-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability,” and Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General.”
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WAGN-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

WAGN-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General.”

WAGN-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”

WAGN-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1,
“Water Supply used for Fracking.”
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33.11.232 Thomas Walker

Response to Comments from Thomas Walker

WALK-1: Thank you for sharing your opinion. 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.
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WALK-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.”

WALK-3: 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.

33.11-488 Final — December 2014



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

33.11.233  Jill Ward
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Response to Comments from Jill Ward

WARD-1: Thank you for sharing your opinion. Your comment will be
placed in the record for the SLWRI and be made available to the
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.

WARD-2: Thank you for sharing your history. Your comment will be
placed in the record for the SLWRI and be made available to the
decision-makers. A response to this comment is not required under
NEPA because the comment does not raise a significant environmental
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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.

WARD-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

WARD-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition.”

33.11.234 Robert Watada

Response to Comments from Robert Watada

WATA-1: 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. The U.S.
Congress will use this Final EIS, the related Final Feasibility Report,
and supporting information, as well as any additional information they
believe appropriate, to determine the public interest in the project, and
the form scope of project authorization (if any). As this Final EIS
chapter includes public and agency comments received on the DEIS, and
responses to each of these comments, these decision makers will have a
full characterization of the public interests.

As stated in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section 1.2.1, “Project Purpose
and,” 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
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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, which include Winnemem Wintu places
of traditional, ceremonial, and sacred uses. See “Impact Culture-2” in
Section 14.3.4, “Mitigation Measures,” for “CP1,” “CP2,” “CP3,”
“CP4,” and “CP5,” are identified as significant and unavoidable, with no
feasible mitigation identified.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current Effects to
Cultural Resources.”
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Loraine Webb

Response to Comments from Loraine Webb

WEBB-1: The SLWRI DEIS does not include evaluations related to
economic feasibility because it is not required under NEPA.
Accordingly, the DEIS does not identify a “most economical”
alternative. As described in the Master Comment Response
COST/BEN-2, “Comments Related to the SLWRI Feasibility Report,”
evaluations related to economic feasibility was included in the SLWRI
Final Feasibility Report.

Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS
and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master Comment
Response COST/BEN-3, “Increased Water Supply Reliability under
Action Alternatives.”

WEBB-2: Benefits and impacts to Chinook salmon are discussed in EIS
Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section 11.3.3, “Direct
and Indirect Effects.” As described in the EIS, all action alternatives
would generally result in improved flow and water temperature
conditions for Chinook salmon in the upper Sacramento River
downstream from Shasta Dam. This would benefit anadromous fish
survival in the upper Sacramento River.
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Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS
and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master Comment
Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

33.11.236 Carl Weidert
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[1n order to prevent the raising of Shasta Dam a viable alternative to increase water supply for

California must be provided. The following alternative would do this.

California canals have approximately 1000 miles of canals with a 20 ft width, which is 100,000
acres (estimate of a water engineer at a water forum in Redding) in the state. All or most held by
government agencies. This area and the lateral non canal land could be utilized to generate
electricity, thus substantially meet the states clean energy commitments., conserve water by
preventing evaporation and provide new money for these agencies.

This can be accomplished by using solar, solar thermal and hydrogen to produce electricity. The
canal would be covered with movable covers that are covered with photo voltaic solar cells that
would provide day time power and reduce water loss from evaporation. Banks of linear solar
thermally heating liquid sodium or some other medium would be stored and run conventional
turbines via heat exchangers to extend power production into or through the night. Some
electricity could be used to split water Into hydrogen and oxygen, which would be burned to
either boost the sodium temperature or directly burned to produce steam to drive the turbines.

The collages and universities of California could be challenged as the Defense Department
DARPA does to provide a modular design, business plan and the amount of water saved
annually . This would generate multiple designs at low cost. Participating students could
receive a year of paid college as an incentive. The state would own the modular designs and
business plans and we would know how much water would be saved.

These modules would be sold to private enterprise which would lease canal sections and in five
years have built the module-s or loose the lease. Sections that are not leased could have modules
placed of them by governments, paid for by bonds or lease money. Lease money could also be
used to pay for the Williamson Act agriculture lands which would broaden the support base for
any legislation. Money from modular sales could be used for the installation of state modules
and/or a grant pool for college grants.

This system would have these advantages: Increased power output because of the cooling of the
bottom side of the solar cell, which enhances cash return, design costs are minimized because
contest module designs could be used, each project would have lower costs for environmental
review as the canals are already industrialized, transmission lines would are available by using
lines crossing the canal and needed new lines have a built in power line corridor. This would be
a win win for everyone.

Desert federally owned land and private land are being leased for solar energy production.
India is covering canals at this time to both produce electricity and save water. This is a viable
plan and should be seriously considered by the State and Bureau of Reclamation in all water

analysis and environmental documents.

Response to Comments from Carl Weidert

WEID1-1: 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 ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives —
General.”
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33.11.237 Carl Weidert
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Response to Comments from Carl Weidert

WEID2-1: 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 EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide
Fair and Full Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts.”
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WEID2-2: 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 EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide
Fair and Full Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts.”

WEID2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment
Response COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS and Process to Determine
Federal Interest.”

WEID2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”

WEID2-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River.”

WEID2-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-2,
“Federal Recognition.”

WEID2-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition.”

WEID2-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

WEID2-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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33.11.238 Carl L. and Mary Martha Weidert
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83043 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Draift Emironmenial Impact Report on Ralsing Shasta Dam
The adverse affect on multiple species of special concem now living in the Sacramento River will be
WEID3-E )
significant.
Sinceraly, CARL L. WEIDERT MARY MARTHA WEIDERT (J
P.5.

WEID2-8

I refer you to archeologist Daniel Lenihan's article on the fate of Hoover Dam entitled "Blowing in the Wind"
in Natural History's February 2013 issue. He points out water's key to life on the planet, and dam builders hawe
a strong case that snowpack from mountains is a renewable resource and reasonable altemathe tn fosail hials

He says "Societies that make massive investments in water impoundments must ignore or sidestep the issue of
how to maintain such munificence over time. Dams have a limited useful lifetime. Rivers camy suspended
particulates to the ocean..\WWhen an energetic river on its way to the ocean runs into still lake water it drops its
sediment load. Reserwirs eventually silt in, and whe they do, there is little in the way of practical solutions to
the ensuing problems. You can't really fix the old impoundment systems; they can only be cannibalized by
newer, bigger dams downstream. River drain systems find new routes to the sea of you clog the old ones..."

"Dams are built with the intent of a 100-year lifelime—just long enough for societies to become completely
dependent on them. "Archeologists. profession gives us the perspective of time.  We've seen the remains of the
water control efforts of the Ancestral Puebloan builders at Mesa Verde and similar engineering attempts at Chaco

Canyon. Its hard not to notice that neither place, magnificent as they were, remains inhabited.”-Daniel Lenihan

MM
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Response to Comments from Carl L. and Mary Martha Weidert
WEID3-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General,” and Master Comment Response P&N-1,
“Purpose and Need and Objectives.”
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WEID3-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General,” and Master Comment Response P&N-1,
“Purpose and Need and Objectives.”

WEID3-3: 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.”

WEID3-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.”

WEID3-5: Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.1, “Management
Measures Common to All Action Alternatives,” of the DEIS describes
the management measures retained during the alternatives development
process that are included, to some degree, in all of the action
alternatives. In an effort to reduce demand, all action alternatives include
a water conservation program for new water supplies that would be
created by the project to augment current water use efficiency practices.
The proposed program would consist of a 10-year initial program to
which Reclamation would allocate approximately $1.6 million to $3.8
million to fund water conservation efforts. Funding would be
proportional to additional water supplies delivered and would focus on
assisting project beneficiaries (agencies receiving increased water
supplies because of the project), with developing new or expanded urban
water conservation, agricultural water conservation, and water recycling
programs. Program actions would be a combination of technical
assistance, grants, and loans to support a variety of water conservation
projects, such as recycled wastewater projects, irrigation system
retrofits, and urban utilities retrofit and replacement programs. The
program could be established as an extension of existing Reclamation
programs, or as a new program through teaming with cost-sharing
partners. Combinations and types of water use efficiency actions funded
would be tailored to meet the needs of identified cost-sharing partners,
including consideration of cost-effectiveness at a regional scale for
agencies receiving funding. Please refer to Master Comment Response
ALTD-1, “Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”

WEID3-6: 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-6, “Protections of the Lower
McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources Code,
Section 5093.542.”

WEID3-7: Executive Order 13007, “Indian Sacred Sites,” and the
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act apply to
federally-recognized tribes. Please refer to Master Comment Response

33.11-509 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment
Response CR-2, “Federal Recognition.”

WEID3-8: Impacts to special-status species including Fisheries and
Wildlife are discussed in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic
Ecosystems,” and Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” in the EIS.

WEID3-9: Comment noted.
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33.11.239 Russell Wells

33.11-511 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

Response to Comments from Russell Wells
WELL-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

WELL-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

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

WELL-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.”

WELL-5: 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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WELL-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

WELL-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.”

WELL-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-2,
“Unsubstantiated Information.”

WELL-9: It is unlikely that any of the regulatory requirements,
including those established in the 2008 USFWS BO, 2009 NMFS 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.”

WELL-10: 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.

WELL-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2,
“Reduced Public Access Around Shasta Lake.”

WELL-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

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

WELL-14: 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.”

WELL-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General.”
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33.11.240

Frank Wilkens

Response to Comments from Frank Wilkens
WILK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”

WILK-2: 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.

WILK-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”
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33.11.241 Peggy Williams

Response to Comments from Peggy Williams
WILL-1: Comment noted.

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

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

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

33.11-515 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

33.11.242

Jeanette Williams

Response to Comments from Jeanette Williams

WILLI-1: DEIS Chapter 14, “Cultural Resources,” Section 14.2,
“Regulatory Framework,” describes the Federal and State laws that
protect Native American burials. Please refer to Master Comment
Response CR-15, “National Historic Preservation Act Section 106
Consultations,” and Master Comment Response CR-13, “Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act Process,” which
describe the timing and content of the National Historic Preservation Act
process, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act.

WILLI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-6,
“Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.”
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33.11.243  Stephan C. Volker on Behalf of Winnemem Wintu Tribe
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Response to Comments from Stephan C. Volker on Behalf of
Winnemem Wintu Tribe

WINN-1: 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. The U.S.
Congress will use this Final EIS, the related Final Feasibility Report,
and supporting information, as well as any additional information they
believe appropriate, to determine the public interest in the project, and
the form scope of project authorization (if any). As this Final EIS
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chapter includes public and agency comments received on the DEIS, and
responses to each of these comments, these decision makers will have a
full characterization of the public interests. Reclamation has fully
considered the cultural and environmental cost of raising Shasta Dam.
No significant new information bearing on the decision being
contemplated has been brought forward by this comment. That analysis
is included in Chapter 14, “Cultural Resources,” which identifies
impacts from inundation of Traditional Cultural Properties, 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.” These impacts are identified as significant and
unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation identified that can reduce these
impacts to less-than-significant.

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

WINN-2: The purpose of the EIS is to disclose the environmental
effects, both beneficial and adverse, of a proposed action and a
reasonable range of alternatives that can meet the project purpose and
needs.

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-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.”

WINN-3: The alternatives considered in the EIS represent a reasonable
range of alternatives that will permit a reasoned choice by Reclamation.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives — General,” Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability,” Master
Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development — Anadromous
Fish Survival,” and Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish
Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

WINN-4: Reclamation will continue to engage the Winnemem Wintu in
its decision making process. Although not required by the NHPA, this
will include continued consultation under the Section 106 process.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-15, “National Historic
Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations,” and Master Comment
Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.”

WINN-5: Comment noted.
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WINN-6: 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. The U.S.
Congress will use this Final EIS, the related Final Feasibility Report,
and supporting information, as well as any additional information they
believe appropriate, to determine the public interest in the project, and
the form scope of project authorization (if any). As this Final EIS
chapter includes public and agency comments received on the DEIS, and
responses to each of these comments, these decision makers will have a
full characterization of the public interests.

As stated in Chapter 24, “Environmental Justice,” Section 24.2,
“Regulatory Framework,” Reclamation will comply with E.O. 12898,
“Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low
Income Populations (1994),” which includes identifying communities
and groups that meet environmental justice criteria, and suggest
strategies to reduce potential adverse impacts of projects on affected
groups. The analysis used for the EIS is described in the
Socioeconomics, Population, and Housing Technical Report of the
Socioeconomics Appendix.

Chapter 32, “Final EIS,” Section 32.4, “Preferred Alternative and
Rationale for Selection,” states that “a plan recommending Federal
action should be the plan that best addresses the targeted water resources
problems considering public benefits relative to costs. It is recognized
that most of the activities pursued by the Federal Government will
require assessing trade-offs by decision makers and that in many cases,
the final decision will require judgment regarding the appropriate extent
of monetized and nonmonetized effects.”

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 EJ-1, “Potential
Effects to Disadvantaged Communities,” Master Comment Response
CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment
Response CR-5, “Environmental Justice.”

WINN-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response CR-8,
“Native American Connection to Salmon,” Master Comment Response
CR-2, “Federal Recognition,” Master Comment Response CR-15,
“National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations,” Master
Comment Response CR-11, “Cultural Resources and NEPA,” and
Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current Effects to Cultural
Resources.”
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WINN-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master
Comment Response GEN-4, “Best Available Information,” and Master
Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

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

WINN-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response RE-1, “Reservoir
Evaporation.”

WINN-11: 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 NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS,” Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response CR-3,
“Current Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response
CR-8, “Native American Connection to Salmon,” Master Comment
Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish
Survival,” and Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage
Above Shasta Dam.”

WINN-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition,” and Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current Effects to
Cultural Resources.”

WINN-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response CR-15,
“National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations.”

WINN-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition.”

WINN-15: Chapter 14, “Cultural Resources,” identifies impacts from
inundation of Traditional Cultural Properties, 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,”
are identified as significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation
identified.

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

WINN-16: As described in detail in the Plan Formulation Appendix,
primary and secondary objectives were identified with water resources
problems and needs, and are consistent with authorizations to conduct
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the SLWRI feasibility studies, including Public Law 96-375 (1980) and
the CALFED Bay-Delta Authorization Act, Public Law 108-361 (2004).

Public Law 96-375 provides feasibility study authority for the SLWRI
and allows the Secretary of the Interior to “...engage in feasibility
studies relating to enlarging Shasta Dam and Reservoir, Central Valley
Project, California or to the construction of a larger dam on the
Sacramento River, California, to replace the present structure.” Further,
the objectives are consistent with CALFED direction, which calls for the
Secretary of the Interior to conduct feasibility studies of expanding CVP
storage in Shasta Lake by up to 300,000 acre-feet to increase the pool of
cold water available to maintain lower Sacramento River temperatures
needed by certain fish and provide other water management benefits,
such as water supply reliability.

As stated in the Plan Formulation Appendix, Chapter 1, “Introduction,”
objectives were formulated on the basis of the problems, needs, and
opportunities, in consideration of and consistent with the CALFED
PEIS/R and Programmatic ROD. The CALFED Programmatic ROD
identified the following objectives: provide good water quality for all
beneficial uses; improve and increase aquatic and terrestrial habitats and
improve ecological functions in the Bay-Delta to support sustainable
populations of diverse and valuable plant and animal species; reduce the
mismatch between Bay-Delta water supplies and current and projected
beneficial uses dependent on the Bay-Delta system; reduce the risk to
land use and associated economic activities; water supply, infrastructure
and the ecosystem from catastrophic breaching of Delta levees. Existing
authorized purposes of Shasta Dam were also considered, including:
management of floodwater; irrigation water supply; municipal and
industrial (M&I) water supply; hydropower generation; maintenance of
navigation flows, and fish and wildlife mitigation, protection, and
restoration.

Primary planning objectives are those which specific alternatives are
formulated to address. The primary objectives are considered to have
equal priority, with each pursued to the maximum practicable extent
without adversely affecting the other. Secondary planning objectives are
considered to the extent possible through pursuit of the primary planning
objectives. The plan formulation process also includes planning
constraints specific to this investigation. Current applicable laws,
regulations, and policies, such as the NHPA, are planning constraints
used in the development and evaluation of alternatives for this EIS. The
Plan Formulation Appendix also provides planning considerations,
including striving to avoid potential adverse effects to present or
historical cultural resources. This planning consideration used in the
SLWRI for formulating, evaluating, and comparing the alternatives.

33.11-547 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

Please also refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and
Need and Objectives,” Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-5,
“Environmental Justice.”

Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need
and Objectives,” Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to
Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-5,
“Environmental Justice.”

WINN-17: Reclamation has considered a reasonable range of
alternatives including the “No Action” alternative as well as all feasible
mitigation measures including those provided by stakeholders as part of
the SLWRI process. For additional information refer to Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives-General,” and
Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation Plan.” Any
mitigation measures or alternatives that could prevent loss of
Winnemem Wintu cultural sites have been and will be considered.
However currently “Impact Culture-2” in Chapter 14, “Cultural
Resources,” Section 14.3.4, “Mitigation Measures,” for “CP1,” “CP2,”
“CP3,” “CP4,” and “CP5,” are identified as significant and unavoidable,
with no feasible mitigation identified. Please refer to Master Comment
Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master
Comment Response CR-11, “Cultural Resources and NEPA,” and
Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current Effects to Cultural
Resources.”

WINN-18: Comment noted.

WINN-19: Native American consultations under Section 106 are not
concluded and will be a continuous process to seek to resolve adverse
effects on cultural properties. Additionally, the October 8, 2012 meeting
referenced in the comment letter was a site visit to the McCloud River
between Reclamation and the Winnemem Wintu. The key issue
discussed was the frequency of inundation of confidential identified sites
under the action alternatives. In response to the meeting, Reclamation
developed a tool to make information already provided in the Modeling
Appendix of the EIS more usable to understand the frequency of
inundation by elevation under the action alternatives. This tool can be
found on the project website
(http://www.usbr.gov/mp/slwri/elevation/index.html). Reclamation has
incorporated information provided at the meeting into the EIS.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to
Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-15, “National
Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations.”
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WINN-20: The NHPA Section 106 consultations are a continuing
process and would be carried through with the selection of an
affirmative action. Native American consultations for seeking the
resolutions to adverse effects on historic properties will continue
through the NHPA Section 106 process.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to
Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response CR-11, “Cultural
Resources and NEPA,” Master Comment Response CR-15, “National
Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations.”

WINN-21: Native American consultations under Section 106 are not
concluded and will be a continuous process to seek to resolve adverse
effects on cultural properties. Additionally, Reclamation will not be
“choosing” an alternative to implement; rather, Reclamation will be
recommending an alternative to Congress for its consideration. It will
be up to Congress to decide whether to authorize any alternative that
will raise Shasta Dam.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to
Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response CR-15, “National
Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations,” and Master
Comment Response CR-11, “Cultural Resources and NEPA.”

WINN-22: Native American consultations under Section 106 are not
concluded and will be a continuous process to seek to resolve adverse
effects on cultural properties.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to
Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response CR-11, “Cultural
Resources and NEPA,” Master Comment Response CR-15, “National
Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations,” and Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General.”

WINN-23: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition,” CR-3 “Current Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master
Comment Response CR-5, “Environmental Justice,” and Master
Comment Response CR-15, “National Historic Preservation Act Section
106 Consultations.”

WINN-24: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition,” and Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current Effects to
Cultural Resources.”

WINN-25: Chapter 14, “Cultural Resources,” Section 14.2, “Regulatory
Framework,” describes the federal and state laws that protect Native
American burials. Please see Master Comment Response CR-13,
“Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act Process” and
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Master Comment Response CR-15, “National Historic Preservation Act
Section 106 Consultations,” which describes the timing and content of
the National Historic Preservation Act process, and the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. Please refer to Master
Comment Response CR-2, “Federal Recognition,” and Master Comment
Response CR-3, “Current Effects to Cultural Resources.”

WINN-26: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition,” and Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current Effects
on Cultural Resources.”

WINN-27: Please refer to Master Comment Response EJ-1, “Potential
Effects to Disadvantaged Communities,” Master Comment Response
CR-5 “Environmental Justice,” and Master Comment Response CR-15,
“National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations.”

WINN-28: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-5,
“Environmental Justice.”

WINN-29: As stated in the Final EIS Engineering Summary Appendix
Chapter 4, “Design Considerations for Reservoir Area Infrastructure
Modifications and/or Relocations,” Table 4-15, Dekkas Rock
campground will be relocated to the existing day use area, and the day
use area capacity will be moved elsewhere around Shasta Lake.
Reclamation realizes that culturally significant sites exist around the
lake and will be working to make sure that recreation relocations will
not interfere with the integrity of these sites. To ensure that the
recreation capacity around Shasta Lake can still be maintained
additional relocation area has been identified than will ultimately be
needed.

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

WINN-30: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response CR-5,
“Environmental Justice,” and Master Comment Response CR-15,
“National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations.”

WINN-31: Should Congress authorize one of the Action Alternatives,
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA) requirements
will be applied to cultural resources investigations and mitigation as
required. ARPA would also be incorporated into cultural resources
management and agreement documents.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-13, “Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act Process.”
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WINN-32: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native
American Connection to Salmon,” Master Comment Response CR-5,
“Environmental Justice,” and Master Comment Response CR-3,
“Current Effects to Cultural Resources.”

WINN-33: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General,” and
Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta
Dam.”

WINN-34: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-6, “United
Nations Declaration on “The Rights of Indigenous Peoples.’”

WINN-35: National Parks & Conservation Ass 'n v. Babbitt, 241 F.3d
722, 733 (9th Cir. 2001) states “In reviewing agency's decision not to
prepare environmental impact statement (EIS) under National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), court must employ arbitrary and
capricious standard, to determine whether agency has taken “hard look”
at consequences of its actions, based its decision on consideration of
relevant factors, and provided convincing statement of reasons to
explain why project's impacts are insignificant.” This court case
involved the United States Park Service which prepared an
Environmental Assessment and FONSI for a project where the court
determined that the Parks Service’s “repeated generic statement that the
effects are unknown does not constitute a *hard look” mandated by the
statue if preparation of an EIS is to be avoided.” See id. Reclamation
made the decision to complete an EIS for SLWRI as significant impacts
have the potential to occur. Preparing an EA for the SLWRI was not
considered. As stated in Master Comment Response NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS,” the SLWRI Final EIS satisfies NEPA, to the
fullest extent possible, by providing a meaningful analysis of all issues
relevant to the human environment. This included a “hard look” at the
consequence of implementing SLWRI and provided a full and fair
discussion of insignificant and significant impacts.

Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, “Sufficiency of the
EIS,” Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to
Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts,”
Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and
Objectives,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives — General.”

WINN-36: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General,” and Master Comment Response P&N-1
“Purpose and Need and Objectives.”
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WINN-37: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General,” Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master
Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative Development — Water
Supply Reliability.”

WINN-38: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General.”

WINN-39: In the Final EIS, Plan Formulation Appendix, Chapter 2,
“Management Measures,” “Measures to Address Primary Planning
Obijectives,” there are six management measures to increase surface
water storage that do not involve raising Shasta Dam. These measures
with fully evaluated during the plan formulation process, and were
eliminated as described in Chapter 2 of the Plan Formulation Appendix
of the Final EIS.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives — General.”

WINN-40: The SLWRI plan formulation process identified, evaluated,
and screened more than 60 potential management measures; this is
described in detail in Chapter 2 of the Plan Formulation Appendix,
“Management Measures.”

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives — General.”

WINN-41: Reclamation selected the riparian, floodplain and side
channel restoration sites based on where, according to their best
judgment based on best available science, the greatest benefit to
Sacramento River Chinook salmon populations, as well as tributary
populations and other native and anadromous fishes (e.g., green
sturgeon) would occur. Increased habitat available where improved
water temperatures were present would provide substantially improved
spawning and rearing habitat to salmonids and sturgeon, improving
overall production. Rearing habitat is improved for upper Sacramento
watershed tributary-spawned Chinook and steelhead, as well as
Sacramento River spawned Chinook and steelhead and sturgeon.
Reclamation analysis showed that this provided the maximum overall
benefit to the populations, thus reducing fragmentation instead of
increasing fragmentation of ecosystems.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative
Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master Comment
Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General.”
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WINN-42: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master
Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

WINN-43: As stated in FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta
Dam,” utilizing the potential fishway that currently exists in Cow Creek,
Little Cow Creek and Dry Creek is not included in SLWRI. The Shasta
Dam Fish Passage Evaluation will assess this option. However, to what
extent it is too early to determine.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative
Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master Comment Response
ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General,” and Master Comment
Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

WINN-44: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”

WINN-45: Effects to Chinook salmon, including beneficial effects, are
discussed in EIS Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,”
Section 11.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects.” As described in the EIS,
all action alternatives would generally result in improved flow and water
temperature conditions for Chinook salmon in the upper Sacramento
River downstream from Shasta Dam. This would benefit anadromous
fish survival in the upper Sacramento River. Potential benefits of
SLWRI action alternatives are described in EIS Chapter 2,
“Alternatives,” Section 2.3, “Action Alternatives,” and Section 2.5,
“Summary of Potential Benefits of Action Alternatives.”

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act Report,” and Master Comment Response
ALTD-2, “Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival.”

WINN-46: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish
Habitat Restoration,” Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National
Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration
Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions,” and Master
Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development — Anadromous
Fish Survival.”

WINN-47: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General,” and
Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta
Dam.”

WINN-48: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master
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Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General,”
Master Comment Response DSFISH-6, “Historic Dam Effects on
Fisheries,” and Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage
Above Shasta Dam.”

WINN-49: Reclamation operates the CVP, including Shasta Dam and
Reservoir, in accordance with the CVPIA and other applicable laws.
The SLWRI has been developed consistent with its obligations to
operate the CVP under CVPIA. Chapter 14, “Cultural Resources,”
identifies impacts from inundation of Traditional Cultural Properties,
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,” are identified as significant and unavoidable,
with no feasible mitigation identified.

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

WINN-50: Reclamation does not presume that Shasta Dam will be
raised. Rather, Reclamation has studied the feasibility of raising Shasta
Dam and will be making a recommendation to Congress based on the
Final Feasibility Report and Final EIS. The purpose of the SLWRI EIS
is to inform the public and decision-makers on the proposed actions
potential environmental effects. To evaluate these effects requires an
agency to propose a project and evaluate the effects of implementing
this project. This does not assume that a project will be authorized for
implementation and should not be so assumed by the public.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives — General.”

WINN-51: Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1,
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act,” and Master Comment
Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery
Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and
Biological Opinions.”

WINN-52: Please see the Water Quality Technical Report, “Regulatory
Framework,” “Federal” and “State,” for a discussion of beneficial uses
of the Sacramento, Pit, and McCloud Rivers. The SLWRI has been
planned in full consideration of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River
Basin Plan’s objectives and beneficial uses prepared by the CVRWQCB.
Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage
Above Shasta Dam,” for a discussion of how increasing cold water pool
will improve conditions for the downstream populations of listed
Chinook Salmon. Also refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-4,
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“Maintaining Sacramento River Flows to Meet Fish Needs and
Regulatory Requirements.”

WINN-53: Information on this topic can be found in the DEIS Plan
Formulation Appendix, Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section “Planning
Constraints and Other Considerations,” and Chapter 2, “Management
Measures,” Section “Measures to Address Secondary Planning
Objectives.” As described in Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives — General,” the plan formulation process for the
SLWRI is compliant with the Economic and Environmental Principles
and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation
Studies (P&G) (1983), which integrates NEPA principles into the
planning process. The SLWRI plan formulation process focused on
addressing the primary project objectives, which include increasing
anadromous fish survival in the upper Sacramento River and increasing
water supply reliability. Secondary project objectives, including
developing additional hydropower generation, were considered to the
extent possible through pursuit of the primary project objectives.
Accordingly, the SLWRI plan formulation process placed a primary
focus on increasing anadromous fish survival and a secondary focus on
hydropower generation.

As described in the Plan Formulation Appendix, planning constraints
and other considerations specific to the SLWRI were identified and
developed to help guide the SLWRI plan formulation process. Among
these planning considerations is the following:

e Alternatives should not result in significant adverse effects to
existing and future water supplies, hydropower generation, or
related water resources conditions.

e Alternatives are to consider the purposes, operations, and
limitations of existing projects and programs and be formulated
to not adversely impact those projects and programs.

Measures to increase instream flows on the McCloud River and the Pit
River would considerably impact hydropower generation at PG&E’s
existing McCloud-Pit Project facilities on the McCloud and Pit rivers.
Those facilities are not part of the CVP and are not subject to the
provisions of the CVPIA. Rather, that project is managed for
hydropower purposes under license by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission under the Federal Power Act. Accordingly, these measures
were eliminated from further consideration because they violated the
above planning considerations.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative
Development — Anadromous Fish Survival.”
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WINN-54: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native
American Connection to Salmon,” and FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage
Above Shasta Dam.”

WINN-55: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

WINN-56: Water temperatures in Shasta Lake were simulated using the
Sacramento River Water Quality model, the best available tool at this
time. The Modeling Appendix, Chapter 4, “Sacramento River Water
Quality Model,” Sections, “Model Description,” “Model Representation
of the Physical System,” and “Model Representation of Reservoirs,”
describes details of how the model works, with specific information on
potential model limitations on localized area of shallow water
temperature simulation, including justification of use of the model as
formulated. Please refer to Chapter 11, "Fisheries and Aquatic
Ecosystems,"” Section 11.3.3, “Affected Environment,” for assessment of
effects on Nearshore, Warm-Water Habitat in Shasta Lake from Project
Operations.

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

WINN-57: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir,” and Master Comment
Response RAH-3, “Dry Year Effects to Reservoir Storage.”

WINN-58: Significant uncertainty exists about future precipitation
changes but the central tendency of climate projections in the watershed
above Shasta is for increased not decreased precipitation during the 20th
century. An enlarged Shasta results in more water in storage and not
less for both drier and wetter climates than occurred in the historic
period.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate Change
Uncertainty and Related Evaluations,” and Master Comment Response
RAH-3, “Dry Year Effects to Reservoir Storage.”

WINN-59: Please refer to Master Comment Response WR-1, “Water
Rights.”

WINN-60: Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1,
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act,” and Master Comment
Response DSFISH-4, “Maintaining Sacramento River Flows to Meet
Fish Needs and Regulatory Requirements.”

WINN-61: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,”
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and Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the Lower
McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources Code,
Section 5093.542.”

WINN-62: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-4,
“CRMP’s Responsibilities to Maintain the Outstandingly Remarkable
Values of the McCloud River,” and Master Comment Response
WASR-1, “Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and
Scenic River.”

WINN-63: The EIS establishes the context of the effects of inundation
on Segment 4 of the McCloud River determined eligible for designation
under the federal WSRA. As described in Chapter 25, “Wild and Scenic
River Considerations for McCloud River,” Section 25.4.3, “Direct and
Indirect Effects,” of the DEIS, the corridor considered eligible under the
federal WSRA extends % mile on either side of the McCloud River, a
very small proportion of the McCloud River basin. Impact WASR-1 in
the EIS provide the specific information on the length and width of the
river corridor subject to inundation and the resultant impacts to
identified the Outstandingly Remarkable Values, including fisheries,
cultural resources and scenic values.

Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-4, “CRMP’s
Responsibilities to Maintain the Outstandingly Remarkable Values of
the McCloud River,” Master Comment Response WASR-1, “Eligibility
of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,” and Master
Comment Response CR-15, “National Historic Preservation Act Section
106 Consultations.”

WINN-64: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River.”

WINN-65: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-4,
“CRMP’s Responsibilities to Maintain the Outstandingly Remarkable
Values of the McCloud River,” and Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

WINN-66: Thank you for your comment and opinion related to
potential beneficiaries' payment capacities. Please see Master Comment
Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project Financing.”

WINN-67: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”

WINN-68: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
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WINN-69: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”

WINN-70: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-12, “Cultural
Resources and CEQA,” Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-11,
“Cultural Resources and NEPA.”

WINN-71: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”

WINN-72: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1

“Sufficiency of EIS,” and Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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