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33.12 Comments from Public Hearings and Responses 

This section contains transcripts of the DEIS public hearings held in 
September 2013 (as described in Chapter 32, “Final EIS”), as listed in 
Table 33.12-1.  Individuals provided independent comments during the 
hearings or as representatives of elected officials or local agencies. As 
noted previously, each comment was assigned an abbreviation for the 
individual or the elected official or agency they represented (example: 
COSL). The comments were then assigned a number, in sequential order 
(note that some individuals may have provided more than one 
comment). The numbers were then combined with the abbreviations for 
the individual (example: COSL-3). 

Responses to the comments follow the transcripts, and are also 
numbered, corresponding to the numbering assigned in the transcripts. 
The transcripts and associated responses are presented alphabetically by 
city, and responses are presented in the same order in which the 
comment was provided. 

Table 33.12-1. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement During Public Hearings 
Abbreviation Name Comments Provided on Behalf of 

Public Hearing, Redding, California September 10, 2013 

BROW Brown, Curtis Self 

BURG Burgin, Greg Self 

CASS2 Cassano, Eric Self 

CWIN Stokely, Tom California Water Impact Network and California 
Environmental Water Caucus 

DAVI Davison, Matt Self 

DMART2 Martinez, David Winnemem Wintu Tribal Member 

FARR Farr, Larry Mayor of the City of Shasta Lake 

FOTR3 Evans, Steve Friends of the River 

FRAN France, Jeanne Winnemem Wintu Tribal Member 

GARD Gardener, Nick Self 

HARR Harral, Jerry Self 

HOLT Holt, Buford Self 

HOOP Franklin, Robert Hoopa Valley Tribe (senior hydrologist) 

HORK Horkey, Sue Self 
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Table 33.12-1. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement During Public Hearings (contd.) 
Abbreviation Name Comments Provided on Behalf of 

Public Hearing, Redding, California September 10, 2013 (contd.) 

JOPL1 Joplin, Catherine Self 

KRAV Kravitz, Kenwa Winnemem Wintu Cultural Museum 

LEAV Leavitt, Colleen Self 

LEIG Leigh, Craig Self 

MALO Malone, Linda Self 

MARE Marek, Ed Self 

MCNEI McNeil, Walt Self 

MUND Mundt, David Self 

PRES Preston, Michael Self 

RIDE Rider, Rex Self 

SCHAP Schappell, Bill District 4 

SCR2 Jones, Harold Sugarloaf Cottages Resort 

SEEL2 Seely, Geenie Self 

SISK Sisk, Caleen Chief of Winnemem Wintu Tribe 

SLBOA2 Doyle, Matt Shasta Lake Business Owners Association 

SMR2 Harkradr, Anna Read by Michael Tichera from Shasta Marina Resort 

WADE Wade, Russ Self 

WATK Watkins, Greg Councilman of the City of Shasta 

WILL2 Williams, Peggy Self 

Public Hearing, Sacramento, California September 11, 2013 

FOTR4 Evans, Steve Friends of the River 

MACNEIL MacNeil, Steve Self 

Public Hearing, Los Banos, California September 12, 2013 

No Comments 
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33.12.1 Transcript of Redding, California Public Hearing – September 
10, 2013 
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Responses to Comments from Curtis Brown, Provided on Behalf 
of Self 
BROW-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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BROW-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

BROW-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-3, 
“Relocation of Privately Owned Cabins on USFS Lands.” 

BROW-4: Neither Reclamation nor DWR in operating the CVP and 
SWP realize any profit as they are public agencies. 

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

BROW-5: Water released from Shasta Reservoir does flow into the 
Sacramento River where it is delivered to CVP contractors in the 
Sacramento Valley and also pumped from the South Delta for CVP 
contractors south of the Delta.  It is reasonable to assume that if the 
BDCP were to be implemented, some water released from Shasta Dam 
would be conveyed through the Delta conveyance facilities to 
contractors south of the Delta.  As described in Master Comment 
Response BDCP-1, “Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan,” the BDCP is considered for the purposes of 
evaluating potential cumulative impacts of the SLWRI.  Further 
speculation on implementation of the BDCP or similar programs is not 
required by NEPA. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, “Relationship of 
the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

Responses to Comments from Greg Burgin on Behalf of Self 
BURG-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition,” and Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current Effects to 
Cultural Resources.” 

BURG-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. 

BURG-3: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA 
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed 
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately 
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included 
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a 
final decision on the proposed project. 
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BURG-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

Responses to Comments from Eric Cassano on Behalf of Self 
CASS2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

CASS2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ENG-2, “Borrow 
Materials.” 

CASS2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

CASS2-4: The requested document has been mailed to Mr. Cassano. 
Text regarding sand and borrow sources within the Final EIS have been 
revised to provide clarification on the identified borrow sources for the 
construction of the dikes required for the various action alternatives.  In 
the Engineering Summary Appendix Plate 25, “Potential Borrow Sites,” 
has been updated to include the commercial facilities information that 
have been identified as potential sources for borrow material. 

CASS2-5: As described in the DEIS Engineering Summary Appendix, 
Chapter 3, “Design Considerations for Dam and Appurtenances of Dam 
Enlargements,” multiple borrow sources are available to meet project 
needs. Material availability would vary with market demand and 
production restrictions, but it is expected that sufficient materials will be 
available when needed for construction. The sites that have been 
identified are included in the Engineering Summary Appendix Plate 25, 
“Potential Borrow Sites.” Plate 25, “Potential Borrow Sites,” has been 
updated to include the commercial facilities information that have been 
identified as potential sources for borrow material. The construction 
contractor will make the final decision on where the aggregate sources 
for construction will be supplied from. Any commercial source would 
need to meet all applicable local, State, and Federal regulatory 
requirements. 

CASS2-6: In the Engineering Summary Appendix Plate 25, “Potential 
Borrow Sites,” has been updated to include the commercial facilities 
information that has been identified as potential sources for borrow 
material. For further clarification refer to Master Comment Response 
ENG-2, “Borrow Materials.” 

CASS2-7: NEPA regulations, 40 CFR 1502.4, states "proposals or parts 
of proposal which are related to each other closely enough to be, in 
effect, a single course of action shall be evaluated in a single impact 
statement."  The DEIS evaluates the entire SLWRI in a single impact 
statement and therefore meets NEPA regulations. 
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Responses to Comments from Tom Stokely on Behalf of California 
Water Impact Network and California Environmental Water Caucus 
CWIN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

CWIN-2: This comment appears to be related to allocation of costs to 
project beneficiaries, which is outside the scope of the DEIS.  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(b)).  As described in Master Comment 
Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project Financing,” an updated cost 
allocation were included in the SLWRI Final Feasibility Report. This 
comment was included as part of the record and made available to 
decision makers before a final decision on the proposed project. 

CWIN-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, 
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish 
Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.” 

CWIN-4: This comment appears to be related to allocation of costs to 
project beneficiaries, which is outside the scope of the DEIS.  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(b)).  As described in Master Comment 
Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project Financing,” an updated cost 
allocation was included in the SLWRI Final Feasibility Report. This 
comment was included as part of the record and made available to 
decision makers before a final decision on the proposed project. 

CWIN-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, 
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish 
Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.” 

CWIN-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 

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

CWIN-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” Master 
Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development – Anadromous 
Fish Survival,” Master Comment Response ALTS-1, “Alternative 
Selection.” 

CWIN-9: The EIS, Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” includes a discussion of 
heavy metals and the associated impacts. Mitigation measures have been 
developed to ensure that the one known site (Bully Hill area) will be 
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addressed. In addition Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” of the EIS includes a 
comprehensive list of environmental commitments, including 
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to ensure 
compliance with relevant water quality requirements. 

Responses to Comments from Matt Davison on Behalf of Self 
DAVI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

DAVI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of EIS.” 

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

DAVI-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-9, 
“Relationship Between Recreation and Shasta Lake Water Levels.” 

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

DAVI-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

Responses to Comments from David Martinez on Behalf of 
Winnemem Wintu Tribal Member 
DMART2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

DMART2-2: Thank you for sharing your opinion on the SLWRI. Your 
comment will be included in the record for SLWRI and provided 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. 

DMART2-3: Water released from Shasta Reservoir does flow into the 
Sacramento River where it is delivered to CVP contractors in the 
Sacramento Valley and also pumped from the South Delta for CVP 
contractors south of the Delta.  It is reasonable to assume that if the 
BDCP were to be implemented, some water released from Shasta Dam 
would be conveyed through the Delta conveyance facilities to 
contractors south of the Delta.  As described in Master Comment 
Response BDCP-1, “Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan,” the BDCP is considered for the purposes of 
evaluating potential cumulative impacts of the SLWRI.  Further 
speculation on implementation of the BDCP or similar programs is not 
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required by NEPA.  Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

DMART2-4: It is unclear which reports the commenter is referencing.  
If the commenter is referencing reports related to the BDCP in 
comparison to reports related to the SLWRI, please see Master 
Comment Response BDCP-1, “Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay 
Delta Conservation Plan.”  If the commenter is referencing reports 
related only to the SLWRI, please see Master Comment Response 
GEN-2, “Unsubstantiated Information.” 

DMART2-5: 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. 

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

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

DMART2-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

DMART2-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment 
Response FRACK-1, “Water Supply Used for Fracking.” 

Responses to Comments from Larry Farr on Behalf of Mayor of the 
City of Shasta Lake 
FARR-1: Comment noted. 

FARR-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 
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FARR-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response EJ-1, “Potential 
Effects to Disadvantaged Communities.” 

FARR-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-3, “Effects to 
Tourism at Shasta Lake,” Master Comment Response RBR-1, “Access 
Across Shasta Dam,” and Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

FARR-5: As stated in the DEIS Engineering Summary Appendix 
Chapter 4, “Design Consideration for Reservoir Area Infrastructure 
Modifications and/or Relocations,” Sections, “Recreation Facilities,” 
and “Public Boat Ramps,” that the public boat ramps that are affected by 
the action alternatives will be modified in place to allow for access. If 
for any reason the boat ramps cannot be modified in place the capacity 
will be relocated as to maintain recreation distribution around the lake. 

The associated costs for modifications to the public boat ramps are 
accounted for in the overall cost estimates and can be found in detail in 
the DEIS Engineering Summary Appendix, Attachments 2 through 4, 
for the different action alternatives. 

FARR-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

FARR-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response EJ-1, 
“Potential Effects to Disadvantaged Communities.” 

Responses to Comments from Steve Evans on Behalf of Friends of 
the River 
FOTR3-1: Comment noted. 

FOTR3-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

FOTR3-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-4, 
“Non-monetary Benefits of Action Alternatives,” and Master Comment 
Response BDCP-1, “Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan.” 

FOTR3-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report,” and Master Comment Response 
WSR-1, “Water Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.” 

FOTR3-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1, 
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,” 
Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the Lower 
McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources Code, 
Section 5093.542,” and Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects 
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to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic 
River System.” 

FOTR3-6: 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 1, “Introduction,” Section 1.1.2, “Purpose and 
Need/Project Objectives,” of the DEIS, the Project purpose is to improve 
operational flexibility of the Delta watershed system of the existing 
Shasta Dam and Reservoir to meet specified primary and secondary 
project objectives including increasing survival of anadromous fish 
populations in the Sacramento River and increasing water supply and 
water supply reliability for agricultural, M&I, and environmental 
purposes, to help meet current and future water demands (primary 
objectives); and to conserve, restore and enhance ecosystem resources in 
the Shasta Lake area and the upper Sacramento River, reduce flood 
damage downstream, develop additional hydropower generation 
capabilities at Shasta Dam, maintain and increase recreation 
opportunities at Shasta Lake and maintain or improve water quality 
conditions downstream (secondary objectives). The DEIS examines the 
full range of impacts on the human environment of five action 
alternatives and a no action alternative. 

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

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

FOTR3-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

FOTR3-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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FOTR3-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity,” Master Comment 
Response REC-1, “Effects to Recreation at Shasta Lake,” and Master 
Comment Response TRANS-1, “Potential Construction-Related Effects 
to Roadways and Traffic Congestion.” 

FOTR3-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-3, “Botanical 
Resources Effects Related to Flow Regimes.” 

FOTR3-11: NEPA requires full disclosure of the potential effects of 
Federal actions and accompanying alternatives and possible mitigation. 
The mitigation measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and 
Wetlands,” Section 12.3.5, “Mitigation Measures,” describes a range of 
performance measures to mitigate identified impacts on riparian and 
wetland communities. 

Mitigation Measure Bot-7 identifies specific actions (modification of 
dam operations and funding restoration actions) that will be included in 
the final plan to avoid and compensate for impacts on riparian and 
wetland communities such that a no-net-loss performance standard is 
met. Mitigation Measure Bot-7 also identifies the minimum measures 
that will be implemented to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
impacts. Details about off-site mitigation opportunities in the primary 
study area are not yet available. Potential mitigation lands containing 
comparable wetland and special-status species habitat comparable to 
those that would be affected by the action alternatives have been 
identified and specific details about how these lands may be used for 
mitigation will be discussed in detail in future documents and be subject 
to review by regulatory agencies and the public. The DEIS follows 
standard NEPA procedures in disclosing impacts on biological resources 
and providing mitigation measures that Reclamation will be required to 
implement following future Congressional authorization, that commits 
Reclamation to the measures. The intent of this document is to identify 
measures that are flexible and adaptable so they can be implemented 
effectively by Reclamation to respond to direct and indirect impacts on 
riparian and wetland habitats resulting from the project. The mitigation 
measure clearly states that a mitigation and adaptive management plan 
will be implemented and will include implementation funding 
mechanisms and criteria. On pages ES-32 and ES-33 of the Executive 
Summary, the DEIS identifies implementation of a comprehensive 
revegetation plan and a comprehensive mitigation strategy to minimize 
potential effects on biological resources as environmental commitments. 
Therefore, the document properly identifies the probability of 
implementation of mitigation as required under NEPA and commits 
Reclamation to implementing this mitigation. 
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As stated under Mitigation Measure Bot-7, Chapter 12, “Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands,” Section 12.3.5, “Mitigation Measures,” 
feasible measures in this context are those that are not in conflict with 
applicable laws, agreements, and regulations, or with the purpose of the 
project. Also as stated in Section 12.3.5, appropriate restoration actions 
are those that do any of the following: 1) enhance connectivity of river 
side channels (e.g., by modifying the elevation of secondary channels, 
remnant oxbows, or meander scars); 2) expand the river meander zone at 
selected locations (e.g., by assisting in funding projects that meet this 
objective); 3) increase floodplain connectivity (e.g., by assisting in 
funding projects that meet this objective); 4) control and remove 
nonnative, invasive plant species from riparian areas to shift dominance 
to native species; 5) create riparian and wetland communities (e.g., 
through plantings); and 6) increase shaded riverine aquatic habitat (e.g., 
through plantings). Because the plan would be developed in 
coordination with USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, and the Sacramento River 
Conservation Area Forum, each of these entities would have the 
opportunity to provide input on the appropriateness and feasibility of 
restoration actions. 

FOTR3-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master 
Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

Responses to Comments from Jeanne France on Behalf of 
Winnemem Wintu Tribal Member 
FRAN-1: Please refer to response GEN-5, “Some People Support Dam 
Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

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

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

FRAN-4: Thank you for providing your position relative to the SLWRI.  
Your comment will be included in the record for the SLWRI and 
provided 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. 

FRAN-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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FRAN-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-8, “Action 
Alternatives Don’t Meet All Water Demands.” 

Responses to Comments from Nick Gardener on Behalf of Self 
GARD-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

GARD-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-4, 
“Maintaining Sacramento River Flows to Meet Fish Needs and 
Regulatory Requirements.” 

Responses to Comments from Jerry Harral on Behalf of Self 
HARR-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

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

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

Responses to Comments from Buford Holt on Behalf of Self 
HOLT4-1: Comment noted. 

HOLT4-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 

HOLT4-3: The Final Feasibility Report was published with the Final 
EIS as an attachment. The Final Feasibility Report includes additional 
contextual information. 

HOLT4-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HOLT4-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HOLT4-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HOLT4-7: Comment noted. 

HOLT4-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HOLT4-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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Responses to Comments from Robert Franklin on Behalf of Hoopa 
Valley Tribe (senior hydrologist) 
HOOP-1: Comment noted. 

HOOP-2: CalSim-II is the best available tool to represent CVP/SWP 
operations.  Operations modeling was performed using the CalSim-II 
simulation model, the best available tool for predicting CVP/SWP 
system-wide water operations.  Details on the CalSim-II model and the 
assumptions included in all simulations can be found in the Modeling 
Appendix, Chapter 2, “CalSim-II.”  Also see Master Comment Response 
GEN-7, “Rules and Regulations for Water Operations under SLWRI 
Action Alternatives.” 

Responses to Comments from Sue Horkey on Behalf of Self 
HORK-1: The SLWRI is intended to evaluate alternatives that meet 
various legislative and planning directives as stated in Chapter 1, 
“Introduction,” and Chapter 2, “Alternatives.”  Sites Reservoir is being 
evaluated under a separate study and is not considered an alternative to 
SLWRI as it would not provide the benefits to meet the SLWRI purpose 
and need and primary objectives. 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 ALTS-1 “Alternative Selection.” 

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

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

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

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

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

HORK-7: Comment noted. 

Responses to Comments from Catherine Joplin on Behalf of Self 
JOPL1-1: Comment noted. 

JOPL1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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JOPL1-3: Thank you for sharing your opinion on the SLWRI. Your 
comment will be included in the record for SLWRI and provide 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. 

JOPL1-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

Responses to Comments from Kenwa Kravitz on Behalf of 
Winnemem Wintu Cultural Museum 
KRAV-1: Comment noted. 

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

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

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

KRAV-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

KRAV-6: Comment noted. 

KRAV-7: Thank you for sharing your history. 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. 

KRAV-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

Responses to Comments from Colleen Leavitt on Behalf of Self 
LEAV-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of the EIS.” 

LEAV-2: 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.” 
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LEAV-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

LEAV-4: Comment noted. 

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

LEAV-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

LEAV-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” Master 
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives – General,” and 
Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and 
Objectives.” 

LEAV-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

LEAV-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance.” 

LEAV-10: The current reservoir is operated at levels sufficient to 
provide flood surcharge storage space to avoid overtopping during large 
flood events. 

LEAV-11: 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.” 

Responses to Comments from Craig Leigh on Behalf of Self 
LEIG-1: As described in the Climate Change Modeling appendix, a 
wide range of drier climates than the historic climate were used to 
evaluate the sensitivity of enlarged Shasta to potential climate changes. 
Please refer to Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate Change 
Uncertainty and Related Evaluations,” and Master Comment Response 
RAH-1, “Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 

Responses to Comments from Linda Malone on Behalf of Self 
MALO-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

MALO-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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MALO-3: 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. 

MALO-4: Comment noted. 

MALO-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

MALO-6: Thank you for sharing your opinion on the SLWRI. 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. 

Responses to Comments from Ed Marek on Behalf of Self 
MARE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

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

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

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

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

MARE-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment 
Response GEN-5, “Some People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose 
Dam Raise.” 

Responses to Comments from Walt McNeil on Behalf of Self 
MCNEI-1: Comment noted. 
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MCNEI-2: Reclamation operates the CVP in compliance with all 
applicable state and federal statutes and regulations, including Water 
Code Sections 10505 and 11460.  Refer to, for example, Tehama-Colusa 
Canal Authority, v. United States Department of The Interior, 721 F.3d 
1086 (9th Cir. 2013); cert denied, 2014 U.S. LEXIS 2014 (U.S., Mar. 
24, 2014). 

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

MCNEI-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response WR-1, “Water 
Rights.” 

MCNEI-4: Reclamation operates the CVP in compliance with all 
applicable state and federal statutes and regulations, including Water 
Code Sections 10505 and 11460.  Refer to, for example, Tehama-Colusa 
Canal Authority, v. United States Department of The Interior, 721 F.3d 
1086 (9th Cir. 2013); cert denied, 2014 U.S. LEXIS 2014 (U.S., Mar. 
24, 2014). 

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

MCNEI-5: Reclamation operates the CVP in compliance with all 
applicable state and federal statutes and regulations, including Water 
Code Sections 10505 and 11460.  Refer to, for example, Tehama-Colusa 
Canal Authority, v. United States Department of The Interior, 721 F.3d 
1086 (9th Cir. 2013); cert denied, 2014 U.S. LEXIS 2014 (U.S., Mar. 
24, 2014). 

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

Responses to Comments from David Mundt on Behalf of Self 
MUND-1: Comment noted. 

MUND-2: 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 
COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal 
Interest.” 

MUND-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. 
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MUND-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” Master 
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” 
Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives – 
General,” and Master Comment Response ALTS-1, “Alternative 
Selection,” 

MUND-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-4, “Historic 
Operations vs. Simulated Operations Used for Alternatives 
Evaluations.” 

MUND-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-4, “Historic 
Operations vs. Simulated Operations Used for Alternatives 
Evaluations.” 

MUND-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-4, “Historic 
Operations vs. Simulated Operations Used for Alternatives 
Evaluations,” and Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best Available 
Information.” 

Responses to Comments from Michael Preston on Behalf of Self 
PRES-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

PRES-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts,” Master Comment Response EI-4, 
“Socioeconomic and Associated Indirect Environmental Effects,” 
Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and 
Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of 
Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response CR-1, 
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

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

PRES-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts.” 

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

PRES-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, “Water 
Supply Used for Fracking.” 
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Responses to Comments from Rex Rider on Behalf of Self 
RIDE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-8, 
“Inundation Zone/Reservoir Buffer.” 

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

RIDE-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-3, 
“Relocation of Privately Owned Cabins on USFS Lands.” 

Responses to Comments from Bill Schappell on Behalf of 
District 4 
SCHAP-1: Comment noted. 

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

SCHAP-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-9, 
“Relationship Between Recreation and Shasta Lake Water Levels.” 

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

SCHAP-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

SCHAP-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2, 
“Reduced Public Access Around Shasta Lake.” 

SCHAP-7: The estimated costs and non-monetized benefits presented in 
the DEIS were determined by comparison of the with-project condition 
to the No-Action Alternative (future conditions, 2030 baseline), 
consistent with the Federal planning process identified in the U.S. Water 
Resources Council’s 1983 Economic and Environmental Principles and 
Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation 
Studies (P&G). 

For a summary of costs, please see the DEIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Attachment 1, “Cost Estimates for Comprehensive Plans,” 
which estimates costs for the Comprehensive Plans. For a summary of 
the overall potential benefits, including increased water supply 
reliability, of all comprehensive plans, please see the Table 2-24, in 
Section 2.5, “Summary of Potential Benefits of Action Alternatives,” of 
Chapter 2, “Alternatives.”  The quantified benefits were based on 
modeling efforts that are described in several parts of the DEIS: Chapter 
6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water Management,” Chapter 11, 
“Fisheries and Aquatic Resources,” Chapter 23, “Power and Energy,” 
and the Modeling Appendix. 
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Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS 
and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 

SCHAP-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

SCHAP-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1 
Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

SCHAP-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

SCHAP-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, 
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 

Responses to Comments from Harold Jones on Behalf of 
Sugarloaf Cottages Resort 
SCR2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-5, 
“Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal Lands.” 

SCR2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-5, 
“Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal Lands.” 

SCR2-3: Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories 
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the 
NEPA process. A response to this type of comment is not required under 
NEPA because the comment does not raise a significant environmental 
issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4).  This comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to decision makers 
before a final decision on the proposed project. 

SCR2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

SCR2-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to 
Recreation at Shasta Lake,” Master Comment Response REC-5, 
“Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal Lands,” and 
Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects to Private Residences and 
Businesses.” 

SCR2-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of the EIS.” 

SCR2-7: Comment noted. 

SCR2-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 
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Responses to Comments from Geenie Seely on Behalf of Self 
SEEL2-1: Comment noted. 

SEEL2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of the EIS.” 

SEEL2-3: Comment noted. 

SEEL2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

SEEL2-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

SEEL2-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-8, “Public 
Outreach and Involvement,” and Master Comment Response EI-1, 
“Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of 
Significant Environmental Impacts.” 

SEEL2-7: Comment noted. 

Responses to Comments from Chief Caleen Sisk on Behalf of the 
Winnemem Wintu Tribe 
SISK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

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

SISK-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources.”SISK-4: Please refer to Master Comment 
Response CR-13, “Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act Process,” and Master Comment Response CR-15, “National Historic 
Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations.” 

SISK-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

SISK-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

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

SISK-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish 
Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 
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SISK-9: As stated in the DEIS Engineering Summary Appendix 
Chapter 3, “Design Consideration for Dam and Appurtenances of Dam 
Enlargements” Sections, “Reservoir Area Dikes,” dikes will be required 
in the Lakeshore and Bridge Bay area to protect California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) highways and the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) from inundation. 

SISK-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

Responses to Comments from Matt Doyle on Behalf of Shasta 
Lake Business Owners Association 
SLBOA2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

SLBOA2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-
1. “Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

SLBOA2-3: 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. 

SLBOA2-4: 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 
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. 

SLBOA2-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4, 
“Relocation of Recreation Facilities.” 

SLBOA2-6: 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 
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made available to decision makers before a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

SLBOA2-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects 
to Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

SLBOA2-8: 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. 

SLBOA2-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-
1, “Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

Responses to Comments from Anna Harkradr on Behalf of Read 
by Michael Tichera from Shasta Marina Resort 
SMR2-1: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans 
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

SMR2-2: While we thank you for information regarding the operations 
of your marina a response to this comment is not required under NEPA 
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed 
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately 
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included 
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a 
final decision on the proposed project. 

SMR2-3: While we thank you for information regarding the operations 
of your marina a response to this comment is not required under NEPA 
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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. 

SMR2-4: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans 
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing 
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will 
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of 
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area, 
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the 
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected 
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction 
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas 
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen 
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other 
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary 
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to 
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. 

SMR2-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4, 
“Relocation of Recreation Facilities.” 

SMR2-6: 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. 

Responses to Comments from Russ Wade on Behalf of Self 
WADE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

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

WADE-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 
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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. 

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

WADE-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.” 

Responses to Comments from Greg Watkins on Behalf of 
Councilman of the City of Shasta 
WATK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

WATK-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

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

WATK-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-3, “Effects 
to Tourism at Shasta Lake.” 

WATK-5: A detailed discussion on management of the cold-water pool 
for anadromous fish is presented in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” 
Section 2.3.6, “Operations and Maintenance,” for CP4 and CP4A.  It is 
explained that Reclamation would work cooperatively with the SRTTG 
(Sacramento River Temperature Task Group) to determine the best use 
of the cold-water pool each year under an adaptive cold water 
management plan.  Reclamation would manage the cold-water pool and 
operate Shasta Dam each year based on recommendations from the 
SRTTG.  Because adaptive management is predicated on using best 
available science and new information to make decisions, a monitoring 
program would be implemented as part of the adaptive management 
plan.  SRTTG members would conduct monitoring, develop monitoring 
protocols, and set performance standards to determine the success of 
adaptive management actions.” 

WATK-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response ALTS-1, 
“Alternative Selection,” 

WATK-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, 
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish 
Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.” 
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WATK-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4, 
“Relocation of Recreation Facilities,” and Master Comment Response 
REC-1, “Effects to Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

WATK-9: As discussed in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” potential borrow 
sources were examined at a preliminary level and would need further 
sampling and testing to determine suitability and refine quantity 
estimates. A maximum haul route distance of 20 miles was assumed to 
evaluate a worst-case scenario of traffic, noise and air quality impacts 
related to haul of borrow materials. Borrow sites will be refined during 
the final design and permitting phases of the project. 

WATK-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process is to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts,”  Master Comment Response REC-4, 
“Relocation of Recreation Facilities,” and Master Comment Response 
REC-1, “Effects to Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

Responses to Comments from Peggy Williams on Behalf of Self 
WILL2-1: Comment noted. 

WILL2-2: Increased law enforcement needs of an enlarged Shasta Dam 
are presented in Chapter 22, “Public Services,” Section 22.3.4, “Direct 
and Indirect Effects.” 

WILL2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-2, 
“Effects on Short-term and Long-term Employment.” 

WILL2-4: Increased law enforcement needs of an enlarged Shasta Dam 
are presented in Chapter 22, “Public Services,” Section 22.3.4, “Direct 
and Indirect Effects.” 

WILL2-5: As described in the DEIS Appendices Engineering Summary 
Appendix, bridge relocations and modifications are described. The Pit 
River Bridge will require modifications but will remain in place, and no 
major traffic disruptions are expected. 

WILL2-6: As stated in the DEIS Appendices Plan Formulation 
Appendix Chapter 3, “Shasta Dam and Reservoir Enlargement 
Scenarios,” raises of up to 30 feet can be accomplished by raising the 
existing dam crest. A raise greater than 30 feet would require additional 
mass be added to the structure. 

WILL2-7: 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 
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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. 

WILL2-8: 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.” 

WILL2-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

WILL2-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

WILL2-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

WILL2-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

WILL2-13: Comment noted. 
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