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33.11.204 Anna Marie Stenberg 
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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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33.11.205 Betty Stephenson 

 

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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33.11.207 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 (TACs), 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 EI-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.” 



Chapter 33 
Public Comments and Responses 

 33.11-427  Final – December 2014 

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 
Objectives.” 

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 
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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. 

33.11.214 Michael and Marguerite Sybert 

 

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 
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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.” 
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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.” 

  



Chapter 33 
Public Comments and Responses 

 33.11-439  Final – December 2014 

33.11.218 Chief Jefferson Greywolf-Kelley on Behalf of The Modoc 
Nation 
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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.” 
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33.11.220 Rob Tossberg 
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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&I 
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&I 
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.” 



Chapter 33 
Public Comments and Responses 

 33.11-451  Final – December 2014 

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&I 
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&I 
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-24: 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-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-II 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-II 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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33.11.221 Patricia Townsley 
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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 

 

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 
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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 David Grey 
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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 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-466  Final – December 2014 

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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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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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.  It is 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 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-482  Final – December 2014 

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 

 

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.” 

VOSS-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. 
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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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33.11.235 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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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.” 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-496  Final – December 2014 

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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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 
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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 

 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-512  Final – December 2014 

 

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.” 
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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. 
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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 
Objectives,” 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: 

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

• 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 ¼ 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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