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33.11 Comments from Individuals and Responses 

This section contains copies of comments letters (and any attachments) 
from the individuals listed in Table 33.11-1.  As noted previously, each 
comment in the comments letters was assigned a number, in sequential 
order (note that some letters may have more than one comment). The 
numbers were then combined with an abbreviation for the individual 
(example: FOX-5). 

Responses to the comments follow the comment letters, and are also 
numbered, corresponding to the numbers assigned in the letters. The 
letters and associated responses are sorted alphabetically by abbreviation 
and appear in the section in that order. 

Table 33.11-1. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Abbreviation Name Individual 
ABBE Abbe, Jessica Abbe, Jessica 

ALEX Alexander, Charles W. Alexander, Charles W. 

ALLI Allinder, Bruce Allinder, Bruce 

ANDE Anderson, Kim Noreen Anderson, Kim Noreen 

ANDER Anderson, Donna and Howard Anderson, Donna and Howard 

BACO Bacon, Julie Bacon, Julie 

BARRE Barrett, Gene Barrett, Gene 

BATT Battenden, Marlene Battenden, Marlene 

BEAL Beal, Marc Beal, Marc 

BECK Beck, C.A. Beck, C.A. 

BEHM Behm, Harriet Behm, Harriet 
BIGG Biggins, Harry Biggins, Harry 

BISH Bishop, Steve and Dotty Bishop, Steve and Dotty 

BITN Bitner, Patricia Bitner, Patricia 

BLOM Blomquist, Robert and Therese Blomquist, Robert and Therese 

BOUD Boudefoua, Ferhat Boudefoua, Ferhat 

BROW1 Brown, Richard M. and Estella Dee Brown, Richard M. and Estella Dee 

BROW2 Brown, Molly Young Brown, Molly Young 

BUSB Busby, Lois Busby, Lois 

BUXT Buxton, Nick Buxton, Nick 

CARD Cardella, Sylvia Cardella, Sylvia 

CASS Cassano, Eric Cassano, Eric 

CAST Castleberry, Robert Castleberry, Robert 
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Table 33.11-1. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (contd.) 

Abbreviation Name Individual 
CERA1 Ceragioli, James S. Ceragioli, James S. 

CERA2 Ceragioli, James S. Ceragioli, James S. 

CHET Chetron, Avram Chetron, Avram 

CHIT Chitewere, Tendai Chitewere, Tendai 

CLAR Clarke, JoAnne Clarke, JoAnne 

CLEM Clement, Melanie Clement, Melanie 

CLEME Clement, Rosemary Clement, Rosemary 

COFF Coffey, Karen Coffey, Karen 

COLE Coleman, Judy Coleman, Judy 

COLL Collins, Michele Collins, Michele 

CORA Coram Ranch Byron, Curtis 

CORA2 Coram Ranch Byron, Curtis and Debbie 

CORL Corley, Jane Corley, Jane 

COUR Courtier, Christophe Courtier, Christophe 

CROC Crockett, Cynthia Crockett, Cynthia 

DADI Dadigan, Tom Dadigan, Tom 

DAVI1 Davison, Matthew B. Davison, Matthew B. 

DAVI2 Davison, Matthew B. Davison, Matthew B. 

DEGR DeGroft, Albert DeGroft, Albert 

DINH Dinh, Zack Haison Dinh, Zack Haison 

DMART Martinez, David Martinez, David 

DOOL Doolittle, Will Doolittle, Will 

DRAK Drake, Sandra Drake, Sandra 

DREW Drew, Mary Meredith Drew, Mary Meredith 

EARG Eargle, Dolan Eargle, Dolan 

EDMI Retired Teachers Ediaston, Mayreen 

EMMO Emmons, John-Eric Emmons, John-Eric 

ETTE Etter, John Etter, John 

FAHN Fahner, Fred Fahner, Fred 

FERR Ferris, Jeanne Ferris, Jeanne 

FITC Fitch, Steve Fitch, Steve 

FORT Fortino, Robert, S. Fortino, Robert, S. 

FRAN1 France, Jeanne France, Jeanne 

FRAN2 France, Jeanne France, Jeanne 

FRAN3 France, Jeanne France, Jeanne 
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Table 33.11-1. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (contd.) 

Abbreviation Name Individual 
FREEMA Freeman, Robin Freeman, Robin 

FROS Frost, Kelly Frost, Kelly 

GARA Garabedian, Hrach Garabedian, Hrach 

GARC Garcia, Nichelle Garcia, Nichelle 

GARCI Garcia, Jesus Garcia, Jesus 

GARD2 Gardner, Nick Gardner, Nick 

GIBB Gibbs, Dinah Gibbs, Dinah 

GILL1 Gill, Barbara Gill, Barbara 

GILL2 Gill, Joshua Gill, Joshua 

GILM Gilmartin, Steve Gilmartin, Steve 

GOET Goetz, Robert Goetz, Robert 

GOFF  Goff, Charles Goff, Charles 
GOOD Goodman, Brenda Goodman, Brenda 

GRAH Graham, Nathalie Graham, Nathalie 

GRANG Granger, Laurie Granger, Laurie 

GREG Gregor, Dorothy D. Gregor, Dorothy D. 

GUER Guerrero, Daniel Guerrero, Daniel 

GURR Gurries, Richard F. and Laurie L. Gurries, Richard F. and Laurie L. 

HANK Hankins, Don Hankins, Don 

HARRI Harrington, Snake Harrington, Snake 

HAUC Hauck, Jessica Hauck, Jessica 

HAZE1 Hazelton, Scott & Laura Hazelton, Scott & Laura 

HAZE2 Hazelton, S. Hazelton, S. 

HAZE3 Hazelton, Scott & Laura Hazelton, Scott & Laura 

HEKK Hekkelman, Jamie Hekkelman, Jamie 

HENS Hensher, Cassandra Hensher, Cassandra 

HESS Tom Hasseldenz & Associates Hesseldenz, Tom 

HILD Hild, Art Hild, Art 

HILL Hill, Zack Hill, Zack 

HODS Hodson, Brianne Hodson, Brianne 

HOHL Hohle, Maggie Hohle, Maggie 

HOLT1 Holt, Buford Holt, Buford 

HOLT2 Holt, Buford Holt, Buford 

HOLT3 Holt, Buford Holt, Buford 

HUNT Hunter, Cliff  Hunter, Cliff 

IMHO Imhof, Sheena Imhof, Sheena 
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Table 33.11-1. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (contd.) 

Abbreviation Name Individual 
IRVI Irvine, Roblee and Al Irvine, Roblee and Al 

ISRA Israel, Debbie Israel, Debbie 

JERR Jerry Jerry 

JEWE Jewell, Aaron Jewell, Aaron 

JEWE2 Jewell, Aaron Jewell, Aaron 

JOO Joo, Misa Joo, Misa 

JOPL2  Joplin, Catherine Joplin, Catherine 
KAED Kaeding, William Kaeding, William 

KALJ Kaljian, Mary Grace Kaljian, Mary Grace 

KEND Kendall, Enid and Arthur Kendall, Enid and Arthur 

KERN Kern, Barbara Kern, Barbara 

KIMA Kimberly Anne Kimberly Anne 

KIRK Kirkman Campbell, Kathryn Kirkman Campbell, Kathryn 

KISL1 Kisling, Mardy Kisling, Mardy 

KISL2 Kisling, Tom and Mardi Kisling, Tom and Mardi 

KISL3  Kisling, Tom and Mardell Kisling, Tom and Mardell 
KOEN Koenig, Ruth Koenig, Ruth 

KOHE Kohen, Eitam Kohen, Eitam 

KOVA Kovacs, Christine Kovacs, Christine 

LACH Lachman, Wesley Lachman, Wesley 

LAGR Lagrone, Desiree Lagrone, Desiree 

LAGRO Lagrone, Avis Lagrone, Avis 

LAMA1 Lamaggiore, Desiree Lamaggiore, Desiree 

LAMA2 Lamaggiore, Desiree Lamaggiore, Desiree 

LARC Larcade, Jimmie Larcade, Jimmie 

LARCA Larcade, Denise Larcade, Denise 

LEWI Lewis, Graham Lewis, Graham 

LINDL Lindley, Catherine Lindley, Catherine 

LIVI1 Livingston, John Livingston, John 

LIVI2 Livingston, John Livingston, John 

LORE Lorenzetti, Dennis Lorenzetti, Dennis 

LSC Lake Shasta Caverns Doyle, Matthew 

LSIR Lakeshore Inn & RV Marshall, Ross & Charlotte H. 

LUEV Luevano, Annarae M. Luevano, Annarae M. 

MACN MacNeil, Debbie MacNeil, Debbie 

MACNE MacNeil, David MacNeil, David 
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Table 33.11-1. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (contd.) 

Abbreviation Name Individual 
MANN Manning, Joan Manning, Joan 

MARQ Marquis, Philip G. Marquis, Philip G. 

MART Martin, Shirley Martin, Shirley 

MARTI Martin, Ernest D. Martin, Ernest D. 

MATS Matson, Corinne Matson, Corinne 

MCDO McDonald, Rob McDonald, Rob 

MCLA McLaughlin, Michael McLaughlin, Michael 

MCNA McNames, Randall McNames, Randall 

MCPH McPherson, Melanie McPherson, Melanie 

MESS Messina, Stefanie Messina, Stefanie 

MIES Miesse, William Miesse, William 

MITC Mitchell, Herbert W. Mitchell, Herbert W. 

MORG1 Morgan, Pam Morgan, Pam 

MORG2 Morgan, Pam Morgan, Pam 

MOSS1 Moss, Paul Moss, Paul 

MULV Mulvey, Roxann Mulvey, Roxann 

MURP Murphy, David Murphy, David 

NCAP Northern California Anglers Association Bacher, Dan 

NELS Nelson, Jeff Nelson, Jeff 

NEWM Newman, Marc Newman, Marc 

NISH  Nishio, John Nishio, John 
NORC Nor Cal Beat McDonald, Rob 

OHAL Ohalloran, Elizabeth Ohalloran, Elizabeth 

OLIV Oliveira, Mauro Oliveira, Mauro 

OYUN Oyung, Frank Oyung, Frank 

PACK Packers Bay Marina Brooks, Kristine 

PALM1 Palmer, Gracious A. Palmer, Gracious A. 

PALM2 Palmer, Penny Palmer, Penny 

PANT1 Pantalone, Al Pantalone, Al 

PANT2 Pantalone, Arlene Pantalone, Arlene 

PARK Parks, Katie Parks, Katie 

PENB Penberthy, Gary Penberthy, Gary 

PERK Perkins, Lowell S. Perkins, Lowell S. 

PERKI Perkins, Michelle Perkins, Michelle 

PERKIN Perkins, Anne Raleigh Perkins, Anne Raleigh 

PETR Petraitis, Jeannette Petraitis, Jeannette 
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Table 33.11-1. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (contd.) 

Abbreviation Name Individual 
PETT Pettit, Joseph Pettit, Joseph 

PFEI Pfeiffer, Jeanine Pfeiffer, Jeanine 

PHEL1 Phelps, Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps, Virginia and Ed Smith 

PHEL2 Phelps, Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps, Virginia and Ed Smith 

PWNS Public Water News Service Wilson, Burt 

REDDI  Reddin, Roy Reddin, Roy 
RENC Rencountre, Rebecca Rencountre, Rebecca 

REYN Reynolds, Gary Reynolds, Gary 

RGCC Riverview Golf & Country Club Anderson, Don 

RICH Richards, Linda Richards, Linda 

RICKS Ricks, Mike Ricks, Mike 

RODE Roderick, Steve Roderick, Steve 

ROSE Rosenthal, Michael Rosenthal, Michael 

RYAN Ryan, Lynn Ryan, Lynn 

SALU Salus, Penny Salus, Penny 

SAMP Sampson, Cathy & Dan Sampson, Cathy & Dan 

SAMU Samuels, Linda Samuels, Linda 

SAND  Sanders, Iris Sanders, Iris 
SCG Sugarloaf Cottages Resort Jones, Harold 

SCHA Schanuth, Fusia Schanuth, Fusia 

SCHAA Schaafsma, William R. Schaafsma, William R. 

SCHAS Schaser, Kay Schaser, Kay 

SECH Sechrengost, Maureen Sechrengost, Maureen 

SHET Shetrawski, Heather Shetrawski, Heather 

SHUF Shufelt, Becky Shufelt, Becky 

SILV Silverthorn Resort Reha, Michael 

SLEE Lee, Roger and Sherri Lee, Roger and Sherri 

SLRLP Shasta Lake Resorts LP Howe, Rich 

SMIT1 Smith, Dr. Randall Smith, Dr. Randall 

SMIT2 Smith, Randall Smith, Randall 

SMITH Smith, Paul Smith, Paul 

SMR Shasta Marina Resort Harkrader, John and Anna 

SPEC Specht, Fred Specht, Fred 

STAM St. Amant, Tony St. Amant, Tony 

STAP Stapleton, Michael Stapleton, Michael 

STEE Steensma, Monica and Hugo Steensma, Monica and Hugo 
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Table 33.11-1. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (contd.) 

Abbreviation Name Individual 

STEEL Steele, Richard & Beverly Steele, Richard & Beverly 
STEN Stenberg, Anna Marie Stenberg, Anna Marie 

STEP Stephenson, Betty Stephenson, Betty 

STEV Stevens, Raven Stevens, Raven 

STOK Stokes, John Stokes, John 

STRA Strand, Heidi Strand, Heidi 

SU Su, Catherine Su, Catherine 

SULL Sullivan, Terrie Sullivan, Terrie 

SUTT Sutton, Alisha Sutton, Alisha 

SVOB Svoboda, Deborah Svoboda, Deborah 

SWIE Swiecicki, Atava Garcia Swiecicki, Atava Garcia 

SYBE Sybert, Michael and Marguerite Sybert, Michael and Marguerite 

TANN Tanner, Tammey Tanner, Tammey 

THOMA Thomas, Roy Thomas, Roy 

THOR Thorvund, Sarah Thorvund, Sarah 

TMN The Modoc Nation Greywolf-Kelley, Chief Jefferson 

TOLL Tollgaard, Alden S. Tollgaard, Alden S. 

TOSS Tossberg, Rob Tossberg, Rob 

TOWN Townsley, Patricia Townsley, Patricia 

TREA Treadway, Frank D. Treadway, Frank D. 

TSAS1 Tsasdi Resort Grey, David 

TSAS2 Grey, David Tsasdi Resort 

UTNC United Tribe of Northern California, Inc., 
Wintoon-Wintu-Wintun Gomes, Gloria Silverthorne 

VAND Vandrack, Jason Vandrack, Jason 

VEAL Veal, Chris Veal, Chris 

VOOR Voorhees, Julia Catherine Voorhees, Julia Catherine 

VOSS Voss, Mike and Katie Voss, Mike and Katie 

WADE Wade, Russ Wade, Russ 

WAGN Wagner, Margret and Fritz Griener Wagner, Margret and Fritz Griener 

WALK Walker, Thomas Walker, Thomas 

WARD Ward, Jill Ward, Jill 

WATA Watada, Robert Watada, Robert 

WEBB Webb, Loraine Webb, Loraine 

WEID1 Weidert, Carl Weidert, Carl 

WEID2 Weidert, Carl Weidert, Carl 
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Table 33.11-1. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (contd.) 

Abbreviation Name Individual 
WEID3 Weidert, Carl L. and Mary Martha Weidert, Carl L. and Mary Martha 

WELL Wells, Russell Wells, Russell 

WILK Wilkens, Frank Wilkens, Frank 

WILL Williams, Peggy Williams, Peggy 

WILLI Williams, Jeannette Williams, Jeannette 

WINN Winnemem Wintu Tribe Volker, Stephan C. 

WINN2 Winnemem Wintu Tribe Fuss, Eddy 

WINN3 Winnemem Wintu Tribe Volker, Stephan C. 

WOOD Woodcock, Charlene Woodcock, Charlene 

WOODA Woodard, Jessica Woodard, Jessica 

YARD Yardley, Braden Yardley, Braden 

ZACH Zachary, Valerie Zachary, Valerie 
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33.11.1 Jessica Abbe 
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Response to Comments from Jessica Abbe 
ABBE-1: Comment noted. 

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

ABBE-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response WASR-
1, “Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic 
River.” 

ABBE-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment Response 
SOCIOECON-2, “Effects on Short-term and Long-term Employment.” 

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

ABBE-7: 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 EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and 
Full Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts.” 

ABBE-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment Response ALT-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

ABBE-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master 
Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

ABBE-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 

ABBE-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, 
“Water Supply Used for Fracking.” 

ABBE-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” Master 
Comment Response RAH-1, “Available Water to Fill an Enlarged 
Reservoir,” and Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate Change 
Uncertainty and Related Evaluations.” 

ABBE-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-3, 
“Current Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

ABBE-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.2 Charles W Alexander 

 

Response to Comments from Charles W Alexander 
ALEX-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in responding to the document. Structural analyses 
were performed by Reclamation for the raised dam section under both 
static and dynamic loading conditions using modern analytical methods 
and appropriate material properties, including concrete shear strength 
properties (friction angle and cohesion) for evaluation of sliding 
stability. These analyses identified a need for post-tensioned anchors to 
improve the dynamic stability of portions of the proposed dam raise 
during a large earthquake, which was found to be the critical loading. 
The proposed dam modifications fully meet Reclamation's public 
protection guidelines for dam safety. These analyses are documented in 
the Technical Memorandums referenced in the Engineering Summary 
Appendix, page 3-7. 
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33.11.3 Bruce Allinder 

 

Response to Comments from Bruce Allinder 
ALLI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects to 
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.” 

ALLI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects to 
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.” 
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33.11.4 Kim Noreen Anderson 

 

Response to Comments from Kim Noreen Anderson 
ANDE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.5 Donna and Howard Anderson 
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Response to Comments from Donna and Howard Anderson 
ANDER-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 

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

ANDER-3: Comment noted. 

ANDER-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 

ANDER-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9, 
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.” 

ANDER-6: As stated in Chapter 21, “Utilities Service,” Section 21.3.4, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects,” of the DEIS, septic systems within the 
project area are governed by Shasta County Development Standards. 
Consistent with these standards, all septic system within 200 feet of the 
new full pool waterline or 100 feet downslope of the new full pool 
waterline would be demolished. Wastewater pipes, septic tanks, 
vaults/pits, and leach fields would be abandoned in place. Relocation of 
septic systems on private property would be done in one of two ways: 
(1) construct new septic systems on the property of the affected home or 
facility, where feasible; or (2) define a possible localized WWTP 
alternative for homes that do not meet Shasta County requirements for 
septic system separation from the lake. The general WWTP would 
include a pressurized sewer collection system to transport wastewater 
flows to several centralized package WWTPs. The DEIS currently 
identifies the likely construction of localized WWTPs for the areas of 
Salt Creek, Sugarloaf/Tsasdi Resort, Lakeshore (possibly several plants), 
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Antlers Campground, Campbell Creek Cove, Bridge Bay Marina, 
Silverthorn Resort, and Jones Valley. Additional localized WWTPs for 
cabins on land held in USFS Special Use Permit will be evaluated 
following Congressional authorization of an action alternative and 
subject to USFS permit terms and conditions. Please refer to Master 
Comment Response FSCABINS-5, “Comment and Objection Process 
for Draft USFS Decisions.” 

ANDER-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 
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33.11.6 Julie Bacon 

 

Response to Comments from Julie Bacon 
BACO-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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BACO-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-5, 
“Environmental Justice.” 

33.11.7 Gene Barrett 
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Response to Comments from Gene Barrett 
BARRE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9, 
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.” 

BARRE-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 

33.11.8 Marlene Battenden 

 

Response to Comments from Marlene Battenden 
BATT-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to 
Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

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

BATT-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.9 Marc Beal 
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Response to Comments from Marc Beal 
BEAL-1: Thank you for the contact information, the SLWRI database 
for the structure surveys performed during the summer of 2012 has been 
updated. 

BEAL-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response LANDUSE-1, 
“Relocation of Septic Systems and Leach Fields.” 

BEAL-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response LANDUSE-1 
“Relocation of Septic Systems and Leach Fields.” 
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33.11.10 C.A. Beck 

 

Response to Comments from C.A. Beck 
BECK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, 
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 

BECK-2: Comment noted. 

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

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

BECK-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2, “Reduced 
Public Access Around Shasta Lake.” 

BECK-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-2, 
“Unsubstantiated Information.” 

BECK-7: The EIS Chapter 3, “Considerations for Describing Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences,” Section 3.2.6, “Impact 
Levels,” defines impact categories including temporary, short-term, 
long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative. Therefore, an economic or 
social impact would be defined by the category of impact listed above as 
it relates to economic or social resources. 
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BECK-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

BECK-9: 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). 

BECK-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 

BECK-11: Reclamation protects its water rights by compliance with all 
applicable state and Federal laws. 

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

BECK-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

BECK-13: Shasta Reservoir does not have a temperature curtain.  
Shasta Dam has a temperature control device (TCD) that can be used to 
selectively draw water from different depths within the lake, including 
the deepest, to help maintain river water temperatures beneficial to 
salmon. 

33.11.11 Harriet Behm 
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Response to Comments from Harriet Behm 
BEHM-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise,” and Master 
Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

33.11.12 Harry Biggins 

 

Response to Comments from Harry Biggins 
BIGG-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 
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33.11.13 Steve and Dotty Bishop 
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Response to Comments from Steve and Dotty Bishop 
BISH-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

BISH-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of 
Alternatives – General.” 
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BISH-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of 
Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

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

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

BISH-6: Costs for the five alternatives range from $891 million to 
$1,174 million and can be found in the DEIS Appendices Engineering 
Summary Appendix Chapter 5 and Attachments 1-4.  This comment will 
be included as part of the record and made available to decision makers 
before a final decision on the proposed project. 

BISH-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-3, “Effects to 
Tourism at Shasta Lake.” 

BISH-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

BISH-9: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we 
appreciate your time in responding to the document. 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 analysis that the 
comment is directed and absent any additional information to 
substantiate this comment, no response is required. This comment will 
be included as part of the record and made available to decision makers 
before a final decision on the proposed project. 

BISH-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, 
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 

BISH-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

BISH-12: SLWRI evaluations do not indicate a need to modify Keswick 
Dam to accommodate SLWRI action alternatives.  Proposed water 
operations under SLWRI action alternatives are described in DEIS in 
Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3, “Action Alternatives.” As 
described, SLWRI action alternatives would not include changes to any 
rules and regulations that govern operations at Shasta Dam in the form 
of flood control requirements, flow requirements, water quality 
requirements, and water supply commitments that govern operations at 
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Shasta Dam. As described in Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and 
Water Management,” Section 6.2.1, “Federal,” current regulations of 
Shasta Dam for flood management require that releases be restricted to 
quantities that will not cause downstream flows or stages to exceed, 
insofar as possible, (1) a flow of 79,000 cubic feet per second at the 
tailwater of Keswick Dam and (2) a stage of 39.2 feet for the 
Sacramento River at the Bend Bridge gaging station near Red Bluff 
(corresponding roughly to a flow of 100,000 cubic feet per second).  
These flood control regulations are incorporated into all SLWRI action 
alternatives in the DEIS and Final EIS.  All water operations and related 
modeling in for the SLWRI assumed the existing size and configuration 
of Keswick Dam and existing flood control regulations for existing 
conditions, No-Action Alternative, and all action alternatives.  As 
described in the DEIS and Final EIS in Chapter 6, Section 6.3.3, “Direct 
and Indirect Effects,” for “Impact H&H-1,” water operations modeling 
indicated that all action alternatives would result in a slight reduction in 
the frequency of flows above 100,000 cubic feet per second on the 
Sacramento River below Bend Bridge.  Accordingly, since maximum 
Shasta Dam release requirements would remain unchanged, and since 
water operations modeling assuming the existing size and configuration 
of Keswick Dam indicated decreases in Sacramento River flood flows, 
modifications of Keswick Dam are not anticipated to accommodate 
SLWRI action alternatives. 

BISH-13: 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.” 

BISH-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response CR-2, 
“Federal Recognition,” Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-8, 
“Native American Connection to Salmon.” 

BISH-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2, “Reduced 
Public Access Around Shasta Lake.” 

BISH-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-3, “Effects to 
Tourism at Shasta Lake.” 
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33.11.14 Patricia Bitner 

 

Response to Comments from Patricia Bitner 
BITN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” Master 
Comment Response GEN-5, “Some People Support Dam Raise and 
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Others Oppose Dam Raise,” and Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

BITN-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish 
Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

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

BITN-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of 
Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts.” 

33.11.15 Robert and Therese Blomquist 

 

Response to Comments from Robert and Therese Blomquist 
BLOM-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

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

BLOM-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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BLOM-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 

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

BLOM-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.” 
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33.11.16 Ferhat Boudefoua 
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Response to Comments from Ferhat Boudefoua 
BOUD-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose 
and Need and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” 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 EIS,” and Master Comment Response COST/BEN-2, 
“Comments Related to the SLWRI Feasibility Report.” 

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

BOUD-3: Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and Soils,” 
assesses the potential effects of geologic hazards within the Primary 
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Study Area (Shasta Lake and Vicinity and Shasta Dam to Red Bluff) and 
the Extended Study Area (Sacramento River from Red Bluff to the Delta 
and CVP/SWP Service Areas). Seismic events in the Bay Area would 
not be anticipated to result in heavy damage to areas as far north as 
Shasta Dam and or result in landslides in the Shasta Dam Vicinity 
(Working Group for California Earthquake Probabilities, 2002). 
Structural analyses were performed by Reclamation for the raised dam 
section under both static and dynamic loading conditions using modern 
analytical methods and appropriate material properties, including 
concrete shear strength properties (friction angle and cohesion) for 
evaluation of sliding stability. These analyses identified a need for post-
tensioned anchors to improve the dynamic stability of portions of the 
proposed dam raise during a large earthquake, which was found to be 
the critical loading. The proposed dam modifications fully meet 
Reclamation's public protection guidelines for dam safety. These 
analyses are documented in the Technical Memorandums referenced in 
the Engineering Summary Appendix, page 3-7. 

BOUD-4: 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 EI-3, 
“Botanical Resources Effects Related to Flow Regimes.” 

BOUD-5: As shown throughout Chapter 5, “Fisheries and Aquatic 
Ecosystems,” Section 11.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” decreasing 
water temperatures and producing consistent flows during dry and 
critical water years benefits all four runs of Chinook salmon by creating 
conditions more hospitable for these fish in otherwise inhospitable 
conditions, particularly with the challenge of climate change. NMFS has 
identified water temperature as the primary risk to winter-run Chinook 
salmon, and has specified that increasing the cold water pool in Shasta 
Lake as the ideal way to reduce that risk. SLWRI offers an ideal 
approach to not only meet NMFS recovery goal suggestion, but also 
provide water supply reliability at the same time. Please refer to Master 
Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries Service 
Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program Doubling Goals 
and Biological Opinions,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, 
“Fish Habitat Restoration.” 

BOUD-6: 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-11, 
“Cultural Resources and NEPA.” 

BOUD-7: 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 
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of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts.” 

33.11.17 Richard M. and Estella Dee Brown 

 

Response to Comment from Richard M. and Estella Dee Brown 
BROW1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native 
American Connection to Salmon.” 
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33.11.18 Molly Young Brown 

 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-42  Final – December 2014 

 

Response to Comments from Molly Young Brown 
BROW2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of EIS.” 

BROW2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, 
“Range of Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response 
P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.” 

BROW2-3: A response is not required under NEPA because the 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA 
Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4).  This comment will, however, be included 
as a part of the record and made available to decision makers before a 
final decision on the proposed project. 

BROW2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, 
“Range of Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response 
EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of 
Significant Environmental Impacts.” 

BROW2-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

BROW2-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.19 Lois Busby 

 

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

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

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

33.11.20 Nick Buxton 

 

Response to Comments from Nick Buxton 
BUXT-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 
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33.11.21 Sylvia Cardella 
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Response to Comments from Sylvia Cardella 
CARD-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

CARD-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 
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CARD-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to 
Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

CARD-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.” 

CARD-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-6, 
“Protections of the Lower McCloud River as Identified in the California 
Public Resources Code, Section 5093.542.” 

CARD-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-3, “Botanical 
Resources Effects Related to Flow Regimes,” and Master Comment 
Response ESA-1, “Compliance with the Endangered Species Act.” 

CARD-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.” 

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

CARD-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, 
OMR 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.” 

CARD-10: 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. 

CARD-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response TRANS-1, 
“Potential Construction-Related Impacts Effects to Roadways and 
Traffic Congestion,” and Master Comment Response RBR-2, “Reduced 
Public Access Around Shasta Lake.” 

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

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

CARD-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 
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33.11.22 Eric Cassano 
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Response to Comments from Eric Cassano 
CASS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ENG-2, “Borrow 
Materials.” 

CASS-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ENG-2, “Borrow 
Materials.” 
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CASS-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ENG-2, “Borrow 
Materials.” 

CASS-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ENG-2, “Borrow 
Materials.” 

CASS-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response ENG-2, “Borrow 
Materials.” 

CASS-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response AQ-4, 
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions Associated with Cement Production.” 

CASS-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response ENG-2, “Borrow 
Materials.” 

CASS-8: The commenter requests more technical details regarding haul 
routes, but does not offer any specific facts related to inadequacies in the 
DEIS. 

CASS-9: The level of engineering detail in the EIS is appropriate for the 
level of detail at the feasibility level of the SLWRI.  If an alternative is 
authorized by Congress, more construction detail will be developed 
according to Reclamation planning guidelines. Please refer to Master 
Comment Response COSTEST-1, “Development of Cost Estimates.” 
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33.11.23 Robert Castleberry 

 

Response to Comments from Robert Castleberry 
CAST-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 
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CAST-2: Chapter 11 of the EIS has been revised to expand the affected 
environment and impacts analysis of fishery resources in tributaries that 
enter Shasta Lake.  Specifically Impact AQUA-4 addresses this 
comment. Chapter 25 of the EIS, “Wild and Scenic River Considerations 
for McCloud River,” specifically addresses the McCloud River fishery. 

CAST-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits,” Master Comment 
Response WSR-8, “Action Alternatives Don’t Meet All Water 
Demands,” and Master Comment Response WSR-12, “Increasing Water 
Supply Reliability under Action Alternatives.” 

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

CAST-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master 
Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative Development – Water 
Supply Reliability.” 

CAST-6: Estimated non-monetized benefits are presented in DEIS 
Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3, “Action Alternatives,” and 
Section 2.5, “Summary of Potential Benefits of Action Alternatives.”  
As described in Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate Change 
Uncertainty and Related Evaluations,” a sensitivity analysis of the 
potential for action alternatives to address the primary project objectives 
of increasing water supply reliability and anadromous fish survival 
under climate change is included in the DEIS Climate Change Modeling 
Appendix. 
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33.11.24 James S. Ceragioli 

 

Response to Comments from James S. Ceragioli 
CERA1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 
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CERA1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

33.11.25 James S. Ceragioli 

 

Response to Comments from James S. Ceragioli 
CERA2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 
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CERA2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

CERA2-3: There are no planned or required relocations for Interstate 5 
that are a result of the increased inundation pool from the project. 
Details regarding modifications to other roads and bridges can be found 
in the DEIS Appendices Engineering Summary Appendix Chapter 4. 
This chapter describes the modifications to existing bridges and 
roadways that will be required as a result of the possible alternatives. 
The proposed dam raise project includes the complete replacement of 
two Union Pacific Railroad bridges and realignment of the railroad 
tracks between them in the Lakehead area. Potential impacts to Interstate 
5 would be addressed by the construction of small embankment dikes. 

CERA2-4: Impacts to tributaries was addressed in Impact GEO-2, 
“Alteration of Fluvial Geomorphology and Hydrology of Aquatic 
Habitats” in Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and 
Soils,” Impact Aqua-6, “Creation or Removal of Barriers to Fish 
Between Tributaries and Shasta Lake,” Impact Aqua-7, “Effects on 
Spawning and Rearing Habitat of Adfluvial Salmonids in Low-Gradient 
Tributaries to Shasta Lake,” and Impact Aqua-8, “Effects on Aquatic 
Connectivity in Non-Fish-Bearing Tributaries to Shasta Lake” in 
Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” of the Final EIS.  The 
Final EIS was revised to enhance the discussion of the resources, 
impacts to resources, and mitigation measures for impacted resources in 
tributaries to Shasta Lake. 

CERA2-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 
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33.11.26 Avram Chetron 

 

Response to Comments from Avram Chetron 
CHET-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response GEN-5, 
“Some People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.27 Tendai Chitewere 
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Response to Comments from Tendai Chitewere 
CHIT-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

CHIT-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

CHIT-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native 
American Connection to Salmon.” 

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

CHIT-5: 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.” 
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CHIT-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 1.1.1, “Project Purpose 
and Objectives” of the Final EIS, the Project purpose is to improve 
operational flexibility of the Delta watershed system to meet specified 
primary and secondary project objectives including increasing survival 
of anadromous fish populations in the Sacramento River and increasing 
water supply and water supply reliability for agricultural, M&I, and 
environmental purposes, to help meet current and future water demands 
(primary objectives); and to conserve, restore and enhance ecosystem 
resources in the Shasta Lake area and the upper Sacramento River, 
reduce flood damage downstream, develop additional hydropower 
generation capabilities at Shasta Dam, maintain and increase recreation 
opportunities at Shasta Lake and maintain or improve water quality 
conditions downstream (secondary objectives). The DEIS examines the 
full range of impacts on the human environment of five action 
alternatives and a no action alternative. 

Chapter 14, “Cultural Resources,” identifies impacts from inundation of 
Traditional Cultural Properties and Sacred Land Filings, which include 
Winnemem Wintu places of traditional, ceremonial, and sacred uses. See 
“Impact Culture-2” in Section 14.3.4,  and “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-5, “Environmental 
Justice,” Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal Recognition,” 
Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural 
Resources,” Master Comment Response CR-11, “Cultural Resources 
and NEPA,” and Master Comment Response CR-15, “National Historic 
Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations.” 
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33.11.28 JoAnne Clarke 
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Response to Comments from JoAnne Clarke 
CLAR-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

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

CLAR-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 

CLAR-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-6, 
“Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.” 

CLAR-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, 
“Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 

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

CLAR-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-4, 
“CRMP’s Responsibilities to Maintain the Outstandingly Remarkable 
Values of the McCloud River.” 

CLAR-8: 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.” 

CLAR-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to 
Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

CLAR-10: 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-4, 
“Non-monetary Benefits of Action Alternatives.” 

CLAR-11: This comment is related to the preliminary cost allocation 
analysis completed for the Draft Feasibility Report (which was released 
to the public in February 2012).  Please see Master Comment Response 
COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project Financing.” 

CLAR-12: 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.” 

CLAR-13: Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” describes and discusses 
impacts of the SLWRI action alternatives on wildlife resources. See 
Impact Wild-10, “Take and Loss of Habitat for the Pacific Fisher,” 
Impact Wild-6, “Take and Loss of Nesting and Foraging Habitat for the 
Northern Spotted Owl,” Impact Wild-9, “Impacts on the Long-Eared 
Owl, Northern Goshawk, Cooper's Hawk, Great Blue Heron, and Osprey 
and Their Foraging and Nesting Habitat,” Impact Wild-2, “Impacts on 
the Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog and Tailed Frog and Their Habitat,” 
Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat for Shasta Salamander,” 
Impact Wild-11, “Impacts on Special-Status Bats (Pallid Bat, Spotted 
Bat, Western Red Bat, Western Mastiff Bat, Townsend's Big-Eared Bat, 
Long-Eared Myotis, and Yuma Myotis) the American Marten and 
Ringtail and Their Habitat,” Impact Wild-12, “Impacts on Special-Status 
Terrestrial Mollusks (Shasta Sideband, Wintu Sideband, Shasta 
Chaparral, and Shasta Hesperian) and Their Habitat” and Wild-15, 
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“Loss of Critical Deer Winter and Fawning Range” for an analysis of 
impacts to these species in Chapter 13 of the Final EIS. 

CLAR-14: Mitigation Measure BOT-7 in Chapter 12, “Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands,” requires implementation of a riverine 
ecosystem mitigation and adaptive management plan to avoid and 
compensate for the impact of altered flow regimes on riparian and 
wetland communities. This adaptive management plan has been 
described in the Final EIS.  See Master Comment Response CMS-1 
“EIS Mitigation Plan.” 

CLAR-15: The DEIS acknowledges that changes in upstream reservoir 
storage have the potential to affect Delta inflow and reverse flows in the 
Delta. Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-9, “Flow-
Related Effects on Fish Species of Concern.” Results of Delta inflow 
and reverse flow analyses showed occurrences when alternatives would 
be higher than under the Existing Condition or No-Action Alternative by 
more than 5 percent. For purposes of evaluating the potential effect of 
changes in the Bay-Delta, and considering the accuracy and inherent 
noise within the models, it was assumed that changes of less than 5 
percent (plus or minus) relative to the basis-of-comparison would not be 
expected to result in a significant (detectable) effect. Based on the 
results of hydrologic modeling comparing Delta inflow under all 
alternatives to the Existing Condition and No-Action Alternative, 
changes to average monthly Delta inflow of less than 5 percent would 
occur under all alternatives in all year types; this level of change and 
associated impact on Delta fisheries and hydrologic transport processes 
within the Bay-Delta is considered less than significant. The one 
exception to this is that changes exceeded 5 percent under CP5 in 
September during critical years; juvenile life stages of special-status 
species generally do not occupy areas of the Bay-Delta in September 
where negative impacts from slightly reduced inflow could occur. 
Changes in reverse flow among all alternatives, in most instances, did 
not exceed the 5 percent criterion. However, in other instances, change 
among alternatives when compared to the basis of comparison did 
exceed the 5 percent criterion and in these cases the level of change 
could have potentially significant impacts to special-status species in the 
Bay-Delta. Mitigation for these impact is not proposed because future 
operations of the SWP and CVP export facilities would continue to be 
managed and regulated in accordance with incidental take limits 
established for each of the protected fish by USFWS, NMFS, and 
CDFW; operations will be guided by RPMs and RPAs established by 
the 2009 NMFS BO and 2008 USFWS BO to reduce any impacts to 
listed fish species (and also reduce impacts to non-listed fishes as well). 

CLAR-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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CLAR-17: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

CLAR-18: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

CLAR-19: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 

CLAR-20: 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 P&N-1, “Purpose and Need 
and Objectives,”  Master Comment Response ALTS-1 “Alternative 
Selection,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-5 “Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-70  Final – December 2014 

33.11.29 Melanie Clement 

 



Chapter 33 
Public Comments and Responses 

 33.11-71  Final – December 2014 

 

Response to Comments from Melanie Clement 
CLEM-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 

CLEM-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 
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CLEM-3: SLWRI does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with applicable laws, 
including NEPA or ESA. 

As stated in Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water 
Management,” Section 6.3.2, “Criteria for Determining Significance of 
Effects,” of the DEIS, to prevent an increase in flood damages in the 
study area, the SLWRI must not cause a significant increase in the 
frequency or magnitude of flood flows on the Sacramento River. The 
current regulation of Shasta Dam for flood control requires that releases 
be restricted to quantities that will not cause downstream flows or stages 
to exceed, insofar as possible, (1) a flow of 79,000 cfs at the tailwater of 
Keswick Dam, and (2) a stage of 39.2 feet at the Sacramento River Bend 
Bridge gaging station near Red Bluff (corresponding roughly to a flow 
of 100,000 cfs). Because of the uncontrolled nature of the inflows 
between Keswick Dam and Bend Bridge, the 100,000 cfs flow objective 
at Bend Bridge is the critical objective for minimizing flood damage. It 
is also important to ensure that the project does not increase potential 
flood damages by locating any new facilities within the 100-year 
floodplain or in a location that could impede or redirect flood flows, 
thereby potentially increasing damage to other property. 

As stated in Chapter 22, “Public Services,” Section 22.1.2, “Emergency 
Services,” of the DEIS, emergency services consist of emergency 
preparation, response, and recovery efforts.  In the Shasta Lake and 
vicinity, the Shasta County Sheriff’s Office (SCSO) is responsible for 
coordinating emergency services on Shasta Lake and in the 
unincorporated areas of Shasta County upstream from Shasta Dam. 
Large-scale emergency services are handled by SCSO, in cooperation 
with the State emergency response network run by California 
Emergency Management Agency (Cal EMA), Cal Fire, USFS, BLM, the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the American Red Cross 
also provide assistance in large-scale emergencies. SCSO is responsible 
for coordinating emergency services in the Shasta County part of the 
upper Sacramento River area, and the Tehama County Sheriff’s 
Department is responsible for coordinating emergency services in the 
Tehama County part. Both county agencies coordinate emergency 
services with Cal EMA and serve as the emergency services 
headquarters during declared public emergencies. Emergency services in 
the upper Sacramento River area are also supplemented by Cal Fire, 
USFS, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the American 
Red Cross. 

Chapter 3, “Design Considerations for Dam and Appurtenances of Dam 
Enlargements,” of the Draft Engineering Summary Appendix of the 
DEIS describes the design considerations associated with enlarging 
Shasta Dam and Reservoir and modifying its appurtenances for all 
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SLWRI dam raise alternatives. Chapter 4, “Design Consideration for 
Reservoir Area Infrastructure Modifications 2 and/or Relocations,” of 
the Draft Engineering Summary Appendix of the DEIS describes design 
considerations for reservoir area infrastructure modifications and/or 
relocations for the raise options. 

With the proposed mitigation measures in place, it is not anticipated that 
the Redding would experience an impact to emergency services from 
any of the action alternatives. The Redding area could experience flood 
management benefits from the action alternatives. 

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

CLEM-5: Thank you for the reference to the film.  We have reviewed 
the film trailer. The comment does not appear to be related to the DEIS 
and therefore does not require a response under NEPA (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. 

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

CLEM-7: Thank you for the reference to the film.  We have reviewed 
the film trailer. The comment does not appear to be related to the DEIS 
and therefore does not require a response under NEPA (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. 

CLEM-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 

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

CLEM-10: SLWRI does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with applicable laws, 
including NEPA or ESA. Please see response to comment CLEM-3. 
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33.11.30 Rosemary Clement 

 

Response to Comments from Rosemary Clement 
CLEME-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, 
“Range of Alternatives – General.” 

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

CLEME-3: SLWRI does not supersede existing laws or regulations and 
does not exempt any actions from compliance with applicable laws, 
including NEPA or ESA. 

As stated in Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water 
Management,” Section 6.3.2, “Criteria for Determining Significance of 
Effects,” of the DEIS, to prevent an increase in flood damages in the 
study area, the SLWRI must not cause a significant increase in the 
frequency or magnitude of flood flows on the Sacramento River. The 
current regulation of Shasta Dam for flood control requires that releases 
be restricted to quantities that will not cause downstream flows or stages 
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to exceed, insofar as possible, (1) a flow of 79,000 cfs at the tailwater of 
Keswick Dam, and (2) a stage of 39.2 feet at the Sacramento River Bend 
Bridge gaging station near Red Bluff (corresponding roughly to a flow 
of 100,000 cfs). Because of the uncontrolled nature of the inflows 
between Keswick Dam and Bend Bridge, the 100,000 cfs flow objective 
at Bend Bridge is the critical objective for minimizing flood damage. It 
is also important to ensure that the project does not increase potential 
flood damages by locating any new facilities within the 100-year 
floodplain or in a location that could impede or redirect flood flows, 
thereby potentially increasing damage to other property. 

As stated in Chapter 22, “Public Services,” Section 22.1.2, “Emergency 
Services,” of the DEIS, emergency services consist of emergency 
preparation, response, and recovery efforts In the Shasta Lake and 
vicinity, the SCSO is responsible for coordinating emergency services 
on Shasta Lake and in the unincorporated areas of Shasta County 
upstream from Shasta Dam. Large-scale emergency services are handled 
by SCSO, in cooperation with the State emergency response network 
run by Cal EMA. Cal Fire, USFS, BLM, the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, and the American Red Cross also provide 
assistance in large-scale emergencies. SCSO is responsible for 
coordinating emergency services in the Shasta County part of the upper 
Sacramento River area, and the Tehama County Sheriff’s Department is 
responsible for coordinating emergency services in the Tehama County 
part. Both county agencies coordinate emergency services with Cal 
EMA and serve as the emergency services headquarters during declared 
public emergencies. Emergency services in the upper Sacramento River 
area are also supplemented by Cal Fire, USFS, the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, and the American Red Cross. 

Chapter 3, “Design Considerations for Dam and Appurtenances of Dam 
Enlargements,” of the Draft Engineering Summary Appendix of the 
DEIS describes the design considerations associated with enlarging 
Shasta Dam and Reservoir and modifying its appurtenances for all 
SLWRI dam raise alternatives. Chapter 4, “Design Consideration for 
Reservoir Area Infrastructure Modifications and/or Relocations,” of the 
Draft Engineering Summary Appendix of the DEIS describes design 
considerations for reservoir area infrastructure modifications and/or 
relocations for the raise options. 

With the proposed mitigation measures in place, it is not anticipated that 
the Redding would experience an impact to emergency services from 
any of the action alternatives. The Redding area could experience flood 
management benefits from the action alternatives. 
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33.11.31 Karen Coffey 

 

Response to Comments from Karen Coffey 
COFF-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response EI-4, 
“Socioeconomic and Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.” 

COFF-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.32 Judy Coleman 
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Response to Comments from Judy Coleman 
COLE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

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

COLE-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam,” and Master Comment Response 
DSFISH-6, “Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.” 

COLE-4: Thank you for your comment and opinion 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.” 

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



Chapter 33 
Public Comments and Responses 

 33.11-79  Final – December 2014 

33.11.33 Michele Collins 

 

Response to Comments from Michele Collins 
COLL-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-9, “Maps 
and Additional Surveys of Private Parcels/Structures.” 
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COLL-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

COLL-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

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

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

33.11.34 Curtis Byron on Behalf of Coram Ranch 

 

Response to Comments from Curtis Byron on Behalf of Coram 
Ranch 
CORA-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-1, “Access 
Across Shasta Dam.” 

CORA-2: The commenter asks how dust and noise will be mitigated. 
Fugitive dust is discussed in Chapter 5, “Air Quality and Climate,” 
under Impact AQ-1 of the DEIS. Mass emission estimates for PM10 
dust and PM2.5 dust generated by construction activity are provided in 
Table 5-4. The analysis explains that Shasta County requires standard 
mitigation measures for all projects and additional mitigation measures 
when project emissions are anticipated to exceed applicable thresholds. 
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Dust control measures are included in Mitigation Measure AQ-1, 
“Implement Standard Measures and Best Available Mitigation Measures 
to Reduce Emissions Levels.” 

The commenter asks how noise from project construction and 
construction-related traffic will be mitigated. Noise impacts associated 
with project construction, including construction-related traffic, are 
discussed in Chapter 8, “Noise and Vibration,” of the DEIS. Additional 
analysis of traffic noise is provided in Master Comment Response 
NOISE-1, “Traffic Noise Analysis,” and Master Comment Response 
NOISE-2, “Intermittent Single-Event Noise Levels from Trucks Passing 
Off-Site Sensitive Receptors.” Mitigation for noise generated by 
construction activities at and near the dam site is included in Mitigation 
Measure Noise-1, which was revised as part of Master Comment 
Response NOISE-2, “Intermittent Single-Event Noise Levels from 
Trucks Passing Off-Site Sensitive Receptors.” 
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33.11.35 Curtis and Debbie Byron on Behalf of Coram Ranch 

 



Chapter 33 
Public Comments and Responses 

 33.11-83  Final – December 2014 

 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-84  Final – December 2014 

 



Chapter 33 
Public Comments and Responses 

 33.11-85  Final – December 2014 

 

Response to Comments from Curtis and Debbie Byron on Behalf 
of Coram Ranch 
CORA2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-1, “Access 
Across Shasta Dam.” 

CORA2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-1, “Access 
Across Shasta Dam.” 

CORA2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-1, “Access 
Across Shasta Dam.” 

CORA2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-1, “Access 
Across Shasta Dam.” 
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CORA2-5: The commenter asks whether trucks would use the “River 
Rail Trail” to haul aggregate from an aggregate mine near Keswick to 
the dam site. It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the 
Sacramento River Trail that runs along the west side (i.e., river right) of 
the Sacramento River between Shasta Dam and the Keswick area. As 
explained in Chapter 18, “Recreation and Public Access,” Section 18.1, 
“Affected Environment,” of the DEIS, “the Sacramento River Rail Trail, 
a nonmotorized-use National Recreation Trail, extends more than 10 
miles along an old railroad line and closely follows the west side of the 
river and of the shoreline of Keswick Reservoir.” The Sacramento River 
Trail would not be used as a haul route for trucks as it is not built to 
carry heavy vehicles and includes many tunnels that were originally 
sized for one-way rail traffic. 

The commenter also expresses concern about dust generated by trucks 
hauling aggregate to the dam site will generate a lot of dust. Chapter 5, 
“Air Quality and Climate,” Mitigation Measure AQ-1, “Implement 
Standard Measures and Best Available Mitigation Measures to Reduce 
Emissions Levels,”  includes the following dust control measures for 
hauling: 

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose material shall 
be covered or maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard (i.e., 
minimum vertical distance between top of the load and the 
trailer) in accordance with the requirements of California 
Vehicle Code Section 23114. This provision shall be enforced 
by local law enforcement agencies. 

• All material transported off site shall be either sufficiently 
watered or securely covered to prevent a public nuisance. 

• Paved streets adjacent to the development site shall be swept or 
washed at the end of each day to remove excessive 
accumulations of silt and/or mud that may have accumulated as 
a result of activities on the development site. 

• Adjacent paved streets shall be swept (water sweeper with 
reclaimed water recommended) at the end of each day if 
substantial volumes of soil materials have been carried onto 
adjacent public paved roads from the project site. 

• Wheel washers shall be installed where project vehicles and/or 
equipment enter and/or exit onto paved streets from unpaved 
roads. Vehicles and/or equipment shall be washed before each 
trip. 
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The commenter also expresses concern that one of the haul routes would 
be the road that runs through is property, Cora Ranch. This road will not 
be used to haul aggregate or other materials to the dam site. 

CORA2-6: The commenter asks how noise from project construction 
and construction-related traffic will be mitigated. Noise impacts 
associated with project construction, including construction-related 
traffic, are discussed in Chapter 8, “Noise and Vibration,” of the DEIS. 
Additional analysis of traffic noise is provided in Master Comment 
Response NOISE-1,”Traffic Noise Analysis,” and Master Comment 
Response NOISE-2, “Intermittent Single-Event Noise Levels from 
Trucks Passing Off-Site Sensitive Receptors.” Mitigation for noise 
generated by construction activities at and near the dam site is included 
in Mitigation Measure Noise-1, which was revised as part of Master 
Comment Response NOISE-2, “Intermittent Single-Event Noise Levels 
from Trucks Passing Off-Site Sensitive Receptors.” 

The commenter asks whether an increase in noise or vibration is 
expected from water being released from Shasta Dam. The maximum 
rate in which water is released through the spillway of Shasta Dam at 
any one time is not expected to increase with implementation of any of 
the action alternatives.  Therefore, any vibration or noise levels 
associated with spillway operations are not expected to increase. 

CORA2-7: The commenter asks whether an increase in noise or 
vibration is expected from water being released from Shasta Dam. The 
maximum rate in which water is released through the spillway of Shasta 
Dam at any one time is not expected to increase with implementation of 
any of the action alternatives.  Therefore, any vibration or noise levels 
associated with spillway operations are not expected to increase. 

The commenter also expresses concern about potential impacts from 
blasting and vibration generated during project construction. The 
potential impact of airborne noise associated with blasting activities 
performed during construction is addressed in Chapter 8, “Noise and 
Vibration,” under Impact Noise-1, “Exposure of Sensitive Receptors in 
the Primary Study Area to Project-Generated Construction Noise,” of 
the DEIS.  This analysis explains that noise generated by blasting 
activities is not anticipated to exceed applicable noise standards. Ground 
vibration generated during project construction is addressed under 
Impact Noise-2, “Exposure of Sensitive Receptors in the Primary Study 
Area to Project-Generated Vibration During Construction.” This 
analysis explains that receptors would need to be located within 250 
from the construction site to be exposed to ground vibration levels that 
exceed applicable standards. 
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CORA2-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of the EIS,” Master Comment Response NEPA-2, 
“Cumulative Impacts,” and Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts.” 

CORA2-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-1, “Access 
Across Shasta Dam.” 

33.11.36 Jane Corley 

 

Response to Comments from Jane Corley 
CORL-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 
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33.11.37 Christophe Courtier 

 

Response to Comments from Christophe Courtier 
COUR-1: Impacts to plants and wildlife species are discussed in 
Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” and Chapter 13, 
“Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS. The Final EIS was revised to enhance 
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the discussion of botanical and wildlife resources, impacts to botanical 
and wildlife resources, and mitigation measures for impacted botanical 
and wildlife resources. 

COUR-2: Impacts to bald eagle were addressed in Impact Wild-5, 
“Take and Loss of Habitat for the Bald Eagle” in Chapter 13, “Wildlife 
Resources,” of the EIS. In addition, a Bald and Golden Eagle 
Management Plan will be developed, if warranted with input from the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

COUR-3: Impacts to Fisheries and Wildlife are discussed in Chapter 11, 
“Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” and Chapter 13, “Wildlife 
Resources” in the EIS. Chapter 11 and Chapter 13 of the EIS were 
revised to enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures for 
fisheries and wildlife resources. See also Master Comment Response 
DSFISH-6, “Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.” 

33.11.38 Cynthia Crockett 

 

Response to Comments from Cynthia Crockett 
CROC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 

CROC-2: SLWRI action alternatives are consistent with the California 
Water Plan, as described in the “Surface Storage - CALFED” resource 
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management strategy to meet the “Increase Water Supply” management 
objective included in both Update 2009 and Update 2013.  Resource 
management strategies and management objectives of the California 
Water Plan are shown in Update 2009 in Volume 2, Box 1-1, and in 
Update 2013, Volume 3.  Further information about the “Surface 
Storage - CALFED” resource management strategy, which includes the 
SLWRI, can be found in Update 2009, Volume 2, Chapter 12, and 
Update 2013, Volume 3, Chapter 13. 

The commenter does not provide supporting information as to why there 
might be a question of whether SLWRI action alternatives would be 
opposed to Hetch Hetchy, “TVA,” or “Central Valley Water Plan.”  
With respect to Hetch Hetchy, the CVP/SWP systems are operated 
independently from San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's Hetch 
Hetchy system.  Accordingly, it is not anticipated that SLWRI action 
alternatives would conflict with operations of the Hetch Hetchy system.  
It is unclear what is meant by the commenter's reference to “TVA.”  If 
the commenter is referring to the Tennessee Valley Authority, the 
CVP/SWP systems are operated independently from the Tennessee 
Valley Authority systems.  It is unclear what is meant by the 
commenter's reference to the “Central Valley Water Plan.”  If the 
commenter is referring to the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan, 
SLWRI action alternatives are consistent with the Central Valley Flood 
Protection Plan's goal of reducing the chance of flooding in the 
Sacramento River basin and the Delta. 

CROC-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. 

CROC-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise,” and Master 
Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat Restoration.” 
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33.11.39 Tom Dadigan 

 

Response to Comments from Tom Dadigan 
DADI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response EI-1, 
“Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of 
Significant Environmental Impacts.” 
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33.11.40 Matthew B. Davison 

 

Response to Comments from Matthew B. Davison 
DAVI1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master 
Comment Response COST/BEN-4, “Non-monetary Benefits of Action 
Alternatives.” 
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33.11.41 Matthew B. Davison 

 

Response to Comment from Matthew B. Davison 
DAVI2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.42 Albert DeGroft 
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Response to Comments from Albert DeGroft 
DEGR-1: This comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed 
project. 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 
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personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately 
addressed as part of the NEPA process. 

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

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

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

DEGR-5: 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.” 

DEGR-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” and Master 
Comment Response WSR-1, “Water Supply Demands, Supplies, and 
Project Benefits.” 
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33.11.43 Zack Haison Dinh 

 

Response to Comments from Zack Haison Dinh 
DINH-1: Potential effects related to GHG emissions under SLWRI 
action alternatives are evaluated in EIS Chapter 5, “Air Quality and 
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Climate,” and growth-inducing impacts are evaluated in EIS Chapter 26, 
“Other Required Disclosures.” 

Water operations under SLWRI action alternatives are described in 
DEIS in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3, “Action Alternatives.” 
As described, SLWRI action alternatives do not include changes to any 
rules and regulations that govern operations at Shasta Dam in the form 
of flood control requirements, flow requirements, water quality 
requirements, and water supply commitments that govern operations at 
Shasta Dam. SLWRI action alternatives do not include increases in CVP 
or SWP water contract amounts.  Estimated increases in water supply 
deliveries under SLWRI action alternatives would be due to an increase 
in the reliability of CVP and SWP water supplies resulting in a reduction 
in previously unmet contract amounts. As described in EIS Chapter 26, 
“Other Required Disclosures,” anticipated improvements in water 
supply reliability under action alternatives would not change long-term 
contract amounts or deliveries beyond their existing historical ranges, 
and growth-inducing effects would be limited, minimal, and could be 
effectively mitigated through local jurisdictions as needed. Please refer 
to Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate Change Uncertainty and 
Related Evaluations.” 

DINH-2: The commenter states, “Chapter 5 of the DEIS provides a 
detailed analysis on potential climate change impacts directly linked to 
the project. It considers the release of greenhouse gasses by submerged 
vegetation as insignificant (Table 5-16).” The commenter then states, 
“Although this may be true…” This comment about the release of GHGs 
by submerged vegetation does not raise any new issues about the 
adequacy of environmental analysis in the DEIS.  Please refer to Master 
Comment Response AQ-3, “Potential for Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Generated by the Decomposition of Soil and Vegetative Material in the 
Expanded Reservoir.” 

DINH-3: The commenter states that “the increased water capacity from 
Shasta Lake will be used to support new agriculture and urban growth in 
the Central Valley” and that “the DEIS does not present increased 
greenhouse gas emissions caused by human development through the 
provision of additional water provided by Shasta Lake as a potential 
impact.” As stated on page ES-6 (Executive Summary, Section S.4.1, 
“Project Purpose and Objectives”), one of the project’s primary 
objectives is to increase water supply and water supply reliability for 
agricultural, municipal and industrial, and environmental purposes, to 
help meet current and future water demands. Potential growth-inducing 
effects associated with increased reliability in the water supply are 
addressed in Chapter 26, “Other Required Disclosures,” Section 26.4.3, 
“Increased Water Supply Reliability,” beginning on page 26-8 of the 
DEIS. Key, applicable portions of this discussion follow. 
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Implementing any of the action alternatives would increase water 
supplies for CVP/SWP deliveries, which would have the potential to be 
growth inducing but the expected increase in water deliveries relative to 
the CVP and SWP service areas would be small (i.e., less than 1 
percent). 

Increased reliability of the water supply could reduce a limitation on 
growth throughout the primary and extended study areas; however, any 
project that could affect natural resources or otherwise accommodate 
growth in the study areas would have to comply with existing planning 
documents and would be subject to project-specific public 
environmental analysis and review and be subject to local city or county 
approval. GHG levels associated with any subsequent growth are not 
quantified in the analysis. The emission sources quantified and analyzed 
in the GHG impact discussion are in line with recommended guidance 
from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), which suggest that 
an impact discussion evaluate whether the action would cause 
“substantial” annual direct emissions [emphasis added] (CEQ 2010:1-2). 
The effects of subsequent growth would be analyzed in general plan 
EIRs and in project-level CEQA compliance documents for the local 
jurisdictions in which the growth would occur. Mitigation of these 
potential effects would be the responsibility of these local jurisdictions, 
not Reclamation. In summary, the expected increase in water deliveries 
relative to the entire CVP service area would be small and could be 
provided to any number of geographic areas within the CVP service area 
(and in part would substitute for ongoing groundwater pumping). Water 
provided to agriculture would be used primarily if not exclusively to 
return idle cropland to production. Furthermore, it would be speculative 
to identify specific areas where growth could occur or the indirect 
effects on specific community service facilities in a particular service 
area. For these and other reasons specified above, the growth-inducing 
effects from the action alternatives are limited, minimal, and can be 
effectively mitigated through local jurisdictions as needed. 

Moreover, while most development generates GHG emissions, it would 
be too speculative to suggest that new development in California would 
be more or less GHG-intensive than development in other states or other 
parts of the world, particularly if those areas are not subject to 
regulations and policies that address development-related GHG 
emissions. 

The commenter also states that the proposed project’s growth inducing 
effects are not in alignment with Assembly Bill 32 (2006). No evidence 
is provided in support of this claim. 

The commenter also suggests that mitigation measures be included to 
mitigate the GHG emissions associated with development that is 
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induced by the action alternatives. While Reclamation is not in a 
regulatory position to require mitigation measures on any local land use 
development projects, any new development would be subject to 
individual environmental review and project-specific GHG-reduction 
measures could be implemented by their respective lead agencies. A full 
study of the GHG emissions associated with any induced development 
would involve a high degree of speculation to the point of being 
infeasible. 

DINH-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.” 

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

DINH-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” and Master 
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives – General.” 

33.11.44 David Martinez on Behalf of the Winnemem Wintu 

 

Response to Comments from David Martinez 
DMART-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-3, 
“Current Effects to Cultural Resources.” 
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DMART-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

DMART-3: Operations modeling was performed using the CalSim-II 
CVP/SWP simulation model, the best available tool for predicting 
system-wide water operations throughout the Central Valley.  Details on 
the CalSim-II model and the assumptions included in all simulations can 
be found in the Modeling Appendix, Chapter 2. 

DMART-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.” 

DMART-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition,” Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current Effects to 
Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-11, “Cultural 
Resources and NEPA.” 
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33.11.45 Will Doolittle 
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Response to Comments from Will Doolittle 
DOOL-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 

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

DOOL-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 

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

DOOL-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, “Water 
Supply used for Fracking.” 

DOOL-6: The dam is founded on the Copley Formation, a very 
competent sequence of volcanic rocks that metamorphosed into 
ophiolite, commonly called greenstone, with a foundation modulus of 
about 6 million pounds per square inch and a density of 160 pounds per 
cubic foot.  The largest earthquake experienced at Shasta Dam since 
construction was a magnitude 5.4 event at 10.5 kilometers in 1998, 
which caused no damage to the dam.  Structural analyses using modern 
analytical methods have confirmed satisfactory performance of the 
proposed raised dam under very remote earthquake loadings, fully 
meeting Reclamation's public protection guidelines. 

DOOL-7: Chapter 9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Waste,” 
Section 9.2, “Regulatory Framework,” describes that emergency 
management is the responsibility of local agencies and the California 
Emergency Management Agency. 
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DOOL-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition,” and Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current Effects to 
Cultural Resources.” 

DOOL-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-2, 
“Federal Recognition.” 

DOOL-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

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

33.11.46 Sandra Drake 

 

Response to Comments from Sandra Drake 
DRAK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

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

DRAK-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, 
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 
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DRAK-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

33.11.47 Mary Meredith Drew 

 

Response to Comments from Mary Meredith Drew 
DREW-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

DREW-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-5, 
“Environmental Justice,” and Master Comment Response CR-3, 
“Current Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

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

 

Response to Comments from Dolan Eargle 
EARG-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

33.11.49 Mayreen Ediaston on Behalf of Retired Teachers 
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Response to Comments from Mayreen Ediaston on Behalf of 
Retired Teachers 
EDMI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

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

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

EDMI-4: 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. 
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33.11.50 John-Eric Emmons 

 

Response to Comments from John-Eric Emmons 
EMMO-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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EMMO-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

EMMO-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response RE-1, “Reservoir 
Evaporation.” 

EMMO-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, 
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 

EMMO-5: Indian Trust Assets relate to assets of federally recognized 
tribes.  The Winnemem Wintu are not a federally recognized tribe at the 
time of the Final EIS. Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, 
“Federal Recognition.” 

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

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

EMMO-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.51 John Etter 

 

Response to Comments from John Etter 
ETTE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1 “Intent of 
NEPA Process is to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts.” 

ETTE-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-11, 
“Cultural Resources and NEPA.” 

ETTE-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.52 Fred Fahner 
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Response to Comments from Fred Fahner 
FAHN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 

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

FAHN-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1, 
“Addition to the Mailing List.” 

33.11.53 Jeanne Ferris 
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Response to Comments from Jeanne Ferris 
FERR-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response 
WASR-3, “The Shasta-Trinity National Forest LRMP and Protection of 
Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Wild and Scenic River.” 

33.11.54 Steve Fitch 

 

Response to Comments from Steve Fitch 
FITC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of 
Alternatives – General.” 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-116  Final – December 2014 

33.11.55 Robert S. Fortino 
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Response to Comments from Robert S. Fortino 
FORT-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 

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

33.11.56 Jeanne France 

 

Response to Comments from Jeanne France 
FRAN1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise,” and Master 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-118  Final – December 2014 

Comment Response RAH-1, “Available Water to Fill an Enlarged 
Reservoir.” 

FRAN1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

FRAN1-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

FRAN1-4: Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive 
Plan Construction Activities,” includes different vegetation removal 
protocols based on the area and type of anticipated use: Clearing 
Portions of Inundated Reservoir Area, Complete Vegetation Removal, 
Overstory Removal, and No Treatment. Clearing Portions of Inundated 
Reservoir Area would involve removing trees and other vegetation from 
around the reservoir shoreline at select areas (e.g., campgrounds, 
marinas, boat ramps). Willows, cottonwoods, and buttonbush would not 
be removed in and along the riparian areas. Manzanita removed in 
cleared areas would be stockpiled and used for fish habitat structures 
placed in designated locations. Complete Vegetation Removal would 
clear all existing vegetation from the designated treatment area and 
would generally be applied to locations along and adjacent to developed 
recreation areas, including boat ramps, day use areas, campgrounds, 
marinas, and resorts. Exceptions would be made in areas with high 
shoreline erosion potential, or habitat for special-status species.  
Overstory Removal involves removing all trees from the treatment area 
that are greater than 10 inches in diameter at breast height, or 15 feet in 
height, generally in houseboat mooring areas or narrow arms of the 
reservoir where snags pose the greatest risk to boaters.  The remaining 
understory vegetation would be left in place. Overstory removal is 
intended to minimize the risk to visitors from snags and water hazards.  
No Treatment - Designated areas of the inundation zone would be left 
untreated with no vegetation removed. This prescription would generally 
be applied to stream inlets, the upper end of major drainages, the 
shoreline of wider arms of the reservoir, and special habitat areas. 
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33.11.57 Jeanne France 

 

Response to Comments from Jeanne France 
FRAN2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master 
Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project Financing.” 

FRAN2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-6, 
“Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.” 

FRAN2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition,” and CR-3, “Current Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

FRAN2-4: The information the comment author has provided was not 
known at the time of this Final EIS and could not be found through 
library database queries, Internet research and research in the Lead 
Agency data archives. The EIS did, however, rely on the best available 
science in support of the analysis that the comment is directed to and it 
is absent of any additional information to substantiate this comment, no 
response is required. The SLWRI does not anticipate removal of any 
sediment behind Shasta Dam. 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 addressed. In addition, Chapter 2, 
“Alternatives,” of the EIS includes a comprehensive list of 
environmental commitments, including preparation of a Storm Water 
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Pollution Prevention Plan to ensure compliance with relevant water 
quality requirements. 

FRAN2-5: Reclamation used the original construction drawings, 
records, and available material testing data for the design of the 
proposed dam raise. The dam is founded on the Copley Formation, a 
very competent sequence of volcanic rocks that metamorphosed into 
ophiolite, commonly called greenstone, with a foundation modulus of 
about 6 million pounds per square inch and a density of 160 pounds per 
cubic foot. This foundation was determined during previous studies to 
be capable of supporting a dam raise of up to 200 feet. This comment 
will be included as part of the record and made available to decision 
makers before a final decision on the proposed project. 



Chapter 33 
Public Comments and Responses 

 33.11-121  Final – December 2014 

33.11.58 Jeanne France 

 

Response to Comments from Jeanne France 
FRAN3-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

FRAN3-2: 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 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. 
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FRAN3-3: The structural analyses for the proposed 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 California standards. Inactive faults 
and shears were identified in the dam foundation during construction 
and were suitably treated. This comment will be included as part of the 
record and made available to decision makers before a final decision on 
the proposed project. 

FRAN3-4: The dam is founded on the Copley Formation, a very 
competent sequence of volcanic rocks that metamorphosed into 
ophiolite, commonly called greenstone, with a foundation modulus of 
about 6 million pounds per square inch and a density of 160 pounds per 
cubic foot. This foundation was determined during previous studies to 
be capable of supporting a dam raise of up to 200 feet. This comment 
will be included as part of the record and made available to decision 
makers before a final decision on the proposed project. 

FRAN3-5: 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. 

FRAN3-6: The existing dam is monitored and visually inspected by 
Reclamation on a regular basis, and is very well maintained.  Recent 
inspection reports have indicated no significant cracking, spalling, 
concrete deterioration, or differential movement on the upstream and 
downstream faces of the dam and within the galleries.  Minor cracking 
on the dam crest has been observed and is being monitored.  The largest 
earthquake experienced at Shasta Dam since construction was a 
magnitude 5.4 event at 10.5 kilometers in 1998, which caused no 
damage to the dam. This comment will be included as part of the record 
and made available to decision makers before a final decision on the 
proposed project. 

FRAN3-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

FRAN3-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

FRAN3-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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FRAN3-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

33.11.59 Robin Freeman 

 

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

33.11.60 Kelly Frost 

 

Response to Comments from Kelly Frost 
FROS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1, 
“Addition to the Mailing List.” 
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33.11.61 Hrach Garabedian 

 

Response to Comments from Hrach Garabedian 
GARA-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival.” 
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GARA-2: 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.” 

GARA-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response GEN-5, 
“Some People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

33.11.62 Nichelle Garcia 
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Response to Comments from Nichelle Garcia 
GARC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 

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

GARC-3: 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.” 

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

GARC-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

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

GARC-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1, 
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River.” 

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

GARC-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 
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33.11.63 Jesus Garcia 

 

Response to Comments from Jesus Garcia 
GARCI-1: Thank you for sharing your opinions. 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. 

GARCI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-15, “National 
Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations.” 

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

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

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

GARCI-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response CR-8, 
“Native American Connection to Salmon,” and Master Comment 
Response CR-5, “Environmental Justice.” 

33.11.64 Nick Gardner 
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Response to Comments from Nick Gardner 
GARD2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-4, 
“Maintaining Sacramento River Flows to Meet Fish Needs and 
Regulatory Requirements.” 

33.11.65 Dinah Gibbs 
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Response to Comments from Dinah Gibbs 
GIBB-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 

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

GIBB-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9, 
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.” 
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33.11.66 Barbara Gill 

 

Response to Comments from Barbara Gill 
GILL1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.67 Joshua Gill 

 

Response to Comments from Joshua Gill 
GILL2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, 
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 

GILL2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

GILL2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, 
“Water Supply Used for Fracking.” 

GILL2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.68 Steve Gilmartin 

 

Response to Comments from Steve Gilmartin 
GILM-1: Neither Reclamation nor DWR in operating the CVP and 
SWP realize any profit as they are public agencies. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS 
and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” Master Comment Response 
COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project Financing,” and Master Comment 
Response WSR-1, “Water Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project 
Benefits.” 

GILM-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, “Water 
Supply Used for Fracking.” 
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GILM-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-1, 
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

GILM-4: 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.” 

33.11.69 Robert Goetz 
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Response to Comments from Robert Goetz 
GOET-1: 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.” 

GOET-2: 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. 

Some land uses around Lake Shasta would be impacted by the SLWRI 
alternatives to raise Shasta Dam. Chapter 17, “Land Use and Planning,” 
describes the impacts to land uses around Shasta Lake that would be 
impacted by the project alternatives. Please refer to Master Comment 
Response LANDUSE-1, “Relocation of Septic Systems and Leach 
Fields,” and Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

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

 

Response to Comment from Charles Goff 
GOFF-1: The requested information was sent to the commenter. 

33.11.71 Brenda Goodman 

 

Response to Comments from Brenda Goodman 
GOOD-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.72 Nathalie Graham 
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Response to Comments from Nathalie Graham 
GRAH-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

GRAH-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.” 

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

GRAH-4: 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 GEN-5, 
“Some People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

GRAH-5: A response is not required under NEPA because the comment 
does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulation 40 
CFR 1503.4).  This comment will, however, be included as a part of the 
record and made available to decision makers before a final decision on 
the proposed project. 

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

GRAH-7: 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 
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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. 

Primary project objectives are those which specific alternatives are 
formulated to address. The two primary project objectives are 
considered to have coequal priority, with each pursued to the maximum 
practicable extent without adversely affecting the other. Secondary 
project objectives are considered to the extent possible through pursuit 
of the primary project objectives. 

Reducing flood damage along the Sacramento River is a secondary 
objective of the project. Reclamation did not formulate alternatives 
specifically to address secondary objectives as a primary purpose, but 
secondary objectives were considered to the extent possible through 
pursuit of the primary project objectives. Flood management is 
thoroughly discussed in Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water 
Management,” of the DEIS and in the Draft Plan Formulation Appendix 
of the DEIS. 

Reclamation agrees that raising Shasta Dam will not address all flood 
management concerns. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Management 
Measures,” of the Draft Plan Formulation Appendix of the DEIS, 
programs are already in place through Federal and State agencies to 
address flood hazard mitigation. Reclamation will continue to work with 
USACE and Central Valley Flood Protection Board on Central Valley 
flood management issues where CVP facilities can contribute to flood 
reduction. 
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33.11.73 Laurie Granger 

 

Response to Comments from Laurie Granger 
GRANG-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 1.1.1, “Project Purpose 
and Objectives” of the Final EIS, the Project purpose is to improve 
operational flexibility of the Delta watershed system to meet specified 
primary and secondary project objectives including increasing survival 
of anadromous fish populations in the Sacramento River and increasing 
water supply and water supply reliability for agricultural, M&I, and 
environmental purposes, to help meet current and future water demands 
(primary objectives); and to conserve, restore and enhance ecosystem 
resources in the Shasta Lake area and the upper Sacramento River, 
reduce flood damage downstream, develop additional hydropower 
generation capabilities at Shasta Dam, maintain and increase recreation 
opportunities at Shasta Lake and maintain or improve water quality 
conditions downstream (secondary objectives). The DEIS examines the 
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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 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.” 

33.11.74 Dorothy D. Gregor 

 

Response to Comments from Dorothy D. Gregor 
GREG-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 
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GREG-2: Impacts to wildlife species is discussed in Chapter 13, 
“Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS. Also see Master Comment Response 
CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation Plan.” 

33.11.75 Daniel Guerrero 
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Response to Comments from Daniel Guerrero 
GUER-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

GUER-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

GUER-3: The commenter may be confusing the term “Upper 
Sacramento River” which refers to the segment of the Sacramento River 
just below Shasta Dam, not above Shasta Lake. The SLRWI alternatives 
do not improve conditions above Shasta Lake on the Sacramento and 
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McCloud rivers, but do improve conditions for salmonids below Shasta 
Dam. Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish 
Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

GUER-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS 
Mitigation Plan.” 

GUER-5: 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 4, 
“Non-monetary Benefits of Action Alternatives.” 

GUER-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, 
“Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 

GUER-7: Although there are no SLWRI goals (as stated by the 
commenter), 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. 

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

GUER-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” Chapter 13, “Wildlife 
Resources,” describes the wildlife resources that would be affected by 
the SLWRI action alternatives. Please refer to Master Comment 
Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation Plan,” for a description of additions 
to the Final EIS related to wildlife resources. 

GUER-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.” 
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GUER-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits,” and Master Comment 
Response GEN-7, “Rules and Regulations for Water Operations under 
Action Alternatives.” 

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

GUER-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

GUER-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

GUER-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-2, 
“Unsubstantiated Information.” 

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

GUER-17: Impacts to wildlife habitat are assessed in Chapter 13, 
“Wildlife Resources.” Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-8, 
“Native American Connection to Salmon,” and Master Comment 
Response GEN-5, “Some People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose 
Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.76 Richard F. and Laurie L. Gurries 

 

Response to Comments from Richard F. and Laurie L. Gurries 
GURR-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses,” and LANDUSE-1, “Relocation 
of Septic Systems and Leach Fields.” 
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33.11.77 Don Hankins 

 

Response to Comments from Don Hankins 
HANK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.78 Snake Harrington 

 

Response to Comments from Snake Harrington 
HARRI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

HARRI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources.” 
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33.11.79 Jessica Hauck 

 

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



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-152  Final – December 2014 

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

HAUC-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. 

HAUC-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9, 
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.” 
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33.11.80 Scott & Laura Hazelton 
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Response to Comments from Scott & Laura Hazelton 
HAZE1-1: The requested information was sent to the commenter. 

HAZE1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-9, “Maps 
and Additional Surveys of Private Parcels/Structures.” 

HAZE1-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-11, 
“Inundation Zone/Reservoir Buffer.” 

HAZE1-4: As stated in the DEIS Appendices Real Estate Appendix , 
the administrative fee includes work of surveyors, GIS staff, legal 
counsel, title company support, appraisers and realty specialists/land 
agents. This comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed 
project. 

HAZE1-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 

HAZE1-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 

HAZE1-7: Please refer to Climate Change Modeling Appendix for 
information of future climate change projections. Significant uncertainty 
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exists about future precipitation changes but the central tendency of 
climate projections in the watershed above Shasta Lake is for increased 
not decreased precipitation during the 20th century. 

33.11.81 S. Hazelton 
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Response to Comments from S. Hazelton 
HAZE2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-9, “Maps 
and Additional Surveys of Private Parcels/Structures.” 

HAZE2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response LANDUSE-1, 
“Relocation of Septic Systems and Leach Fields.” 

HAZE2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HAZE2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-9, “Maps 
and Additional Surveys of Private Parcels/Structures.” 

33.11.82 Scott & Laura Hazelton 

 

Response to Comments from Scott & Laura Hazelton 
HAZE3-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects to 
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.” 
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33.11.83 Jamie Hekkelman 
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Response to Comments from Jamie Hekkelman 
HEKK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HEKK-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 

HEKK-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-1, 
“USFS Recreational Residence Tract Cabins in Preliminary Draft EIS 
and Draft EIS.” 

HEKK-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-1, 
“USFS Recreational Residence Tract Cabins in Preliminary Draft EIS 
and Draft EIS.” 

HEKK-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-8, 
“Inundation Zone/Reservoir Buffer.” 

HEKK-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-8, 
“Inundation Zone/Reservoir Buffer.” 
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HEKK-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HEKK-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9, 
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.” 

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

HEKK-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-3, 
“Costs for Marina Relocations,” and Master Comment Response REC-1, 
“Effects to Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

HEKK-11: Increased law enforcement needs of an enlarged Shasta 
Dam are presented in Chapter 22, “Public Services,” Section 22.3.4, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects.” 

HEKK-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 

HEKK-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.84 Cassandra Hensher 
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Response to Comments from Cassandra Hensher 
HENS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 
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HENS-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master 
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives – General.” 

HENS-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

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

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

HENS-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-5, 
“Environmental Justice.” 
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33.11.85 Tom Hesseldenz on Behalf of Tom Hasseldenz & Associates 

 

Response to Comments from Tom Hesseldenz on Behalf of Tom 
Hasseldenz & Associates 
HESS-1: Reclamation is unaware of how removal of McCloud Dam and 
Reservoir would provide on-site mitigation for any impacts of raising 
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Shasta Dam.  Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, 
“Range of Alternatives – General.” 

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

HESS-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General.” 

HESS-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response P&N-1, 
“Purpose and Need and Objectives.” 

HESS-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response P&N-1, 
“Purpose and Need and Objectives.” 

33.11.86 Art Hild 

 

Response to Comments from Art Hild 
HILD-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, “Available 
Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 

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

 

Response to Comments from Zack Hill 
HILL-1: Thank you for your comment related to potential employment 
supported by a Shasta Dam enlargement.  Please refer to Master 
Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the Record,” 
and Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-2, “Effects on Short-term 
and Long-term Employment.” 
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33.11.88 Brianne Hodson 
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Response to Comments from Brianne Hodson 
HODS-1: The primary and secondary goals of the project have been 
evaluated against the potential consequences of project implementation 
within the EIS with reparations outlined for adverse consequences as 
mitigation or environmental commitments. The alternatives evaluated in 
the EIS were developed over a long, iterative process with public and 
agency input and were selected because they, more than other means, 
allow for the primary objectives of water supply reliability and 
sustainability of fisheries. The EIS illustrates the benefits and 
consequences of achieving the objectives to aid in the decision making 
process. 

Mitigation for pollution include the remediation of existing abandoned 
mines in the reservoir area, construction of additional water treatment 
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plants in the reservoir area to improve existing and future water quality 
in the region. Mitigations designed as part of the comprehensive 
mitigation strategy were developed with land management agencies in 
the region, as well as the USACE and the USFWS to seek innovative 
ways avoid and/or reduce impacts to wildlife and plant species. 
Environmental commitments included in the project description are 
intended to reconcile damages in an equitable way. For example, river 
restoration sites downstream from the dam would be established where 
none currently exist for fisheries benefit, and compliance with EO 13007 
and NHPA Section 106 seek equity for potential damage to tribal 
interests. Additionally, homes and persons displaced as a result of the 
dam raise project would be compensated. 

Finally, socioeconomic analysis was conducted to weigh the benefit and 
consequences of the proposed project on the region socioeconomically 
in Chapter 16, “Socioeconomics.”  This analysis considers with 
modeling what the circumstances of the region would be without the 
water supply reliability, increased anadromous fish survival, added 
hydropower capacity and flood protection and finds that the benefits 
outweigh the consequences.  This is in part because currently no 
additional Federal action is being taken that would address these issues 
given population increase in the region, drought conditions, 
climatological changes in the future, or ongoing impacts on the fisheries 
of the Sacramento River. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA 
Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts,” Master Comment Response EI-3, “Botanical 
Resources Effects Related to Flow Regimes,” Master Comment 
Response EI-4, “Socioeconomic and Associated Indirect Environmental 
Effects,” Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat 
Restoration,” Master Comment Response WQ-1, “Remediation of 
Abandoned Mines in the Shasta Lake Area,” Master Comment Response 
SOCIOECON-2, “Effects on Short-term and Long-term Employment,” 
Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation Plan,” and Master 
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives – General.” 

HODS-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, 
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir,” and Master Comment 
Response GEN-5, “Some People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose 
Dam Raise.” 

HODS-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1, 
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act,” Master Comment 
Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat Restoration,” and Master Comment 
Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 
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HODS-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition,” and Master Comment Response CR-5, “Environmental 
Justice.” 

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

  



Chapter 33 
Public Comments and Responses 

 33.11-173  Final – December 2014 

33.11.89 Maggie Hohle 
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Response to Comments from Maggie Hohle 
HOHL-1: 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 
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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. 

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

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

HOHL-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.” 

HOHL-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-6, 
“Protections of the Lower McCloud River as Identified in the California 
Public Resources Code, Section 5093.542.” 

HOHL-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival.” CP4 also 
includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring riparian, floodplain, 
and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento River. 

HOHL-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.” 

HOHL-8: Enlarging the reservoir Shasta Dam operational guidelines 
would continue essentially unchanged, except during dry years and 
critical years, when up to 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. 

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

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

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

HOHL-13: 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.” 

HOHL-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.” 

HOHL-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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33.11.90 Buford Holt 

 

Response to Comments from Buford Holt 
HOLT1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of EIS.” 

The context for the DEIS is established through the information included 
in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” and Chapter 3, 
“Considerations for Describing Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences,” as well as the Affected Environment and 
Regulatory Framework sections of each resource area analyzed in the 
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DEIS (Chapters 4 through 25). Both CALFED and the Central Valley 
Project Improvement Act are important components of the SLWRI 
context, along with other legislation, actions, studies, reports, 
information, and analyses. 

HOLT1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HOLT1-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of EIS.” 

The context for the DEIS is established through the information included 
in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” and Chapter 3, 
“Considerations for Describing Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences,” as well as the Affected Environment and 
Regulatory Framework sections of each resource area analyzed in the 
DEIS (Chapters 4 through 25). Both CALFED and the Central Valley 
Project Improvement Act are important components of the SLWRI 
context, along with other legislation, actions, studies, reports, 
information, and analyses. 

HOLT1-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HOLT1-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1 
“Sufficiency of EIS.” 

The context for the DEIS is established through the information included 
in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” and Chapter 3, 
“Considerations for Describing Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences,” as well as the Affected Environment and 
Regulatory Framework sections of each resource area analyzed in the 
DEIS (Chapters 4 through 25). Both CALFED and the Central Valley 
Project Improvement Act are important components of the SLWRI 
context, along with other legislation, actions, studies, reports, 
information, and analyses. 
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33.11.91 Buford Holt 

 

Response to Comments from Buford Holt 
HOLT2-1: Evaluations in the SLWRI DEIS are not based on 
projections of pre-2005 conditions.  As described in Chapter 3, 
“Considerations for Describing Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences,” Section 3.2.3, “Methods and 
Assumptions,” quantitative evaluations of beneficial and adverse effects 
of alternatives in the DEIS, consistent with NEPA and CEQA 
guidelines, were based on two baselines: 
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• “Existing Conditions,” based on a 2005 level of development 
and current facilities, as defined in 2012 (a 2005 baseline) 

• “Future Conditions,” based on without-project forecasted 2020-
2030 level of development and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects and facilities (a 2030 baseline)1 

Specific facilities and operational assumptions under each baseline are 
described in DEIS Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water 
Management,” and the Modeling Appendix, Chapter 2, “CalSim-II.”  
Evaluations of direct and indirect effects in each resource area chapter 
(DEIS Chapters 4 through 25) were based on comparisons of with-
project and without project conditions under both existing conditions 
and future conditions baselines, as well as comparisons of the No-Action 
Alternative to existing conditions. 

The SLWRI DEIS does not include evaluations related to economic 
feasibility because it is not required under NEPA.  Accordingly, the 
DEIS does not include estimates of monetized benefits under SLWRI 
action alternatives, including estimates of the value of increased 
hydropower.  As described in Master Comment Response 
COST/BEN-2, “Comments Related to the SLWRI Feasibility Report,” 
updated evaluations related to economic feasibility, including cost-
benefit analyses, were included in the SLWRI Final Feasibility Report. 

The DEIS does, however, include evaluations of changes in hydropower 
production under SLWRI action alternatives under both existing 
conditions and future conditions baselines.  Results of these evaluations 
are described in DEIS Chapter 23, “Power and Energy,” Section 23.3.3, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects.”  The EIS also includes estimates of non-
monetized benefits of action alternatives.  Estimated non-monetized 
benefits are summarized in the DEIS in the Executive Summary, Section 
S.6.7, “Summary of Comprehensive Plan Physical Features and 
Benefits,” and Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.5, “Summary of 
Potential Benefits of Action Alternatives.”  Estimated 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 

                                                 
1 The level of development used for future conditions is a composite of multiple land use scenarios 
developed by DWR and Reclamation. The Sacramento Valley hydrology, which includes the Sacramento 
and Feather River basins, is based on projected 2020 land use assumptions associated with DWR Bulletin 
160-98 (1998) and the San Joaquin Valley hydrology is based on the 2030 land use assumptions developed 
by Reclamation.  Under any 2020 to 2030 level of development scenario, the majority of the CVP and SWP 
unmet demand is located south of the Delta, including the San Joaquin Valley.  Please see Table 2-1 in the 
Modeling Appendix for additional information on CalSim-II modeling assumptions. 
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Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources 
Implementation Studies (P&G). Accordingly, estimates of non-monetary 
benefits from increased hydropower generation under SLWRI action 
alternatives presented in the DEIS are based on a 2030 baseline, not a 
pre-2005 baseline. 

The development of feasibility-level cost estimates for SLWRI action 
alternatives is described in the DEIS Engineering Appendix, Chapter 5, 
“Opinion of Probably Construction Cost.”  As described in the DEIS, 
cost estimates for action alternatives were developed at April 2010 price 
levels, then indexed to April 2012 price levels using Reclamation’s 
Construction Cost Trends. Accordingly, construction cost estimates for 
action alternatives were not developed based on pre-2005 data, and 
directly used 2010 pricing data. Although all cost estimates, even at a 
feasibility-level, have inherent risks and uncertainties, DEIS cost 
estimates were developed based on Reclamation standard practices with 
careful consideration of the methodologies and evaluations and 
advanced estimating tools. 

HOLT2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HOLT2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

33.11.92 Buford Holt 
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Response to Comments from Buford Holt 
HOLT3-1: 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.” 

HOLT3-2: Evaluations in the SLWRI DEIS are not based on 
projections of pre-2005 conditions.  As described in Chapter 3, 
“Considerations for Describing Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences,” Section 3.2.3, “Methods and 
Assumptions,” quantitative evaluations of beneficial and adverse effects 
of alternatives in the DEIS, consistent with NEPA and CEQA 
guidelines, were based on two baselines: 

• “Existing Conditions,” based on a 2005 level of development 
and current facilities, as defined in 2012 (a 2005 baseline) 

• “Future Conditions,” based on without-project forecasted 2020-
2030 level of development and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects and facilities (a 2030 baseline)2 

Specific facilities and operational assumptions under each baseline are 
described in DEIS Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water 
Management,” and the Modeling Appendix, Chapter 2, “CalSim-II.”  
Evaluations of direct and indirect effects in each resource area chapter 
(DEIS Chapters 4 through 25) were based on comparisons of with-
project and without project conditions under both existing conditions 
and future conditions baselines, as well as comparisons of the No-Action 
Alternative to existing conditions. 

The SLWRI DEIS does not include evaluations related to economic 
feasibility because it is not required under NEPA. Accordingly, the 
DEIS does not include estimates of monetized benefits under SLWRI 
action alternatives, including estimates of the value of increased 
hydropower. As described in COST/BEN-2, “Comments Related to the 
SLWRI Feasibility Report,” updated evaluations related to economic 
feasibility, including cost-benefit analyses, were included in the SLWRI 
Final Feasibility Report. 

                                                 
2 The level of development used for future conditions is a composite of multiple land use scenarios 
developed by DWR and Reclamation. The Sacramento Valley hydrology, which includes the Sacramento 
and Feather River basins, is based on projected 2020 land use assumptions associated with DWR Bulletin 
160-98 (1998) and the San Joaquin Valley hydrology is based on the 2030 land use assumptions developed 
by Reclamation.  Under any 2020 to 2030 level of development scenario, the majority of the CVP and SWP 
unmet demand is located south of the Delta, including the San Joaquin Valley.  Please see Table 2-1 in the 
Modeling Appendix for additional information on CalSim-II modeling assumptions. 
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The DEIS does, however, include evaluations of changes in hydropower 
production under SLWRI action alternatives under both existing 
conditions and future conditions baselines.  Results of these evaluations 
are described in DEIS Chapter 23, “Power and Energy,” Section 23.3.3, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects.”  The EIS also includes estimates of non-
monetized benefits of action alternatives.  Estimated non-monetized 
benefits are summarized in the DEIS in the Executive Summary, Section 
S.6.7, “Summary of Comprehensive Plan Physical Features and 
Benefits,” and Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.5, “Summary of 
Potential Benefits of Action Alternatives.”  Estimated 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 P&G. Accordingly, estimates 
of non-monetary benefits from increased hydropower generation under 
SLWRI action alternatives presented in the DEIS are based on a 2030 
baseline, not a pre-2005 baseline. 

The development of feasibility-level cost estimates for SLWRI action 
alternatives is described in the DEIS Engineering Appendix, Chapter 5, 
“Opinion of Probably Construction Cost.” As described in the DEIS, 
cost estimates for action alternatives were developed at April 2010 price 
levels, then indexed to April 2012 price levels using Reclamation’s 
Construction Cost Trends. Accordingly, construction cost estimates for 
action alternatives were not developed based on pre-2005 data, and 
directly used 2010 pricing data. Although all cost estimates, even at a 
feasibility-level, have inherent risks and uncertainties, DEIS cost 
estimates were developed based on Reclamation standard practices with 
careful consideration of the methodologies and evaluations and 
advanced estimating tools. 
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33.11.93 Cliff Hunter 

 

Response to Comments from Cliff Hunter 
HUNT-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

HUNT-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9, 
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.” 
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HUNT-3: Initial geographic spatial analysis indicates that a portion of 
Lower Salt Creek Road east of the Union Pacific rail line may be subject 
to inundation if the crest of Shasta Dam is raised 18.5 feet as in 
alternative plans CP4 and CP5. This inundation would affect access to 
recreational residence tract cabins west of the Union Pacific rail line. 
Reclamation will produce and include road relocation options to provide 
year-round access west of the Union Pacific rail line and include as part 
of the Final EIS. 

HUNT-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5, 
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.” 
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33.11.94 Sheena Imhof 
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Response to Comments from Sheena Imhof 
IMHO-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, 
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.” 

IMHO-2: Material properties used for structural analyses of the 
proposed dam raise are based in part on concrete cores taken from the 
original dam, which indicate a concrete compressive strength similar to 
what would be required today. The dam raise assumes that the top 
surface of the concrete dam would be treated as a construction joint, 
requiring high-pressure water jetting and/or sandblasting to remove any 
loose or deteriorated concrete. 

IMHO-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of 
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts.” 

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

IMHO-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.11.95 Roblee and Al Irvine 

 

Response to Comments from Roblee and Al Irvine 
IRVI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

IRVI-2: Thank you for your comment and opinion 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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33.11.96 Debbie Israel 

 

Response to Comments from Debbie Israel 
ISRA-1: The PowerPoints and posters from the Public Workshops are 
available on the Reclamation website at 
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/slwri/documents.html. 

ISRA-2: All appendices to the DEIS were included on the disk, 
consistent with the table of contents. 

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

33.11.98 Aaron Jewell 

 

Response to Comments from Aaron Jewell 
JEWE-1: As described in Chapter 3, “Considerations for Describing 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,” Section 
3.2.3, “Methods and Assumptions,” of the DEIS, the No-Action 
Alternative and action alternatives assume forecasted 2030 water 
demands which are reflective of projected population increases. 
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33.11.99 Aaron Jewell 

 

 

Response to Comments from Aaron Jewell 
JEWE2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” Master Comment Response 
GEN-4, “Best Available Information,” Master Comment Response 
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NEPA-1, “Sufficiency of EIS,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-
1, “Range of Alternatives – General.” 

JEWE2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.” 

JEWE2-3: As described in Chapter 3, “Considerations for Describing 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,” Section 
3.2.3, “Methods and Assumptions,” the SLWRI future conditions 
baseline includes “forecasted 2030 demands and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects and facilities.” 

JEWE2-4: As described in Chapter 3, “Considerations for Describing 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,” Section 
3.2.3, “Methods and Assumptions,” the SLWRI future conditions 
baseline includes “forecasted 2030 demands and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects and facilities.” Accordingly, estimated increases in water 
supply reliability presented in the DEIS reflect forecasted 2030 
demands. 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.11-194  Final – December 2014 

33.11.100 Misa Joo 
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Response to Comments from Misa Joo 
JOO-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

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

JOO-3: Structural analyses using modern analytical methods have 
confirmed satisfactory performance of the proposed raised dam under a 
wide range of potential loading conditions, fully meeting Reclamation's 
public protection guidelines. These analyses are documented in the 
Technical Memorandums referenced in the Engineering Summary 
Appendix, page 3-7. 

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

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

JOO-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

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

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

JOO-9: 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.” 

JOO-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, “Water 
Supply Used for Fracking.” 
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JOO-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

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

JOO-13: 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. 
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33.11.101 Catherine Joplin 
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Response to Comments from Catherine Joplin 
JOPL2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose 
and Need and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives – General,” Master Comment Response ALTS-1, 
“Alternative Selection,” and Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

JOPL2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

JOPL2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

JOPL2-4: Increased law enforcement needs of an enlarged Shasta Dam 
are presented in Chapter 22, “Public Services,” Section 22.3.4, “Direct 
and Indirect Effects.” 

JOPL2-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1, 
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.” 
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JOPL2-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects 
to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

JOPL2-7: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” inundated 
recreation facilities would be relocated before demolition to the extent 
practicable. Existing recreation facilities that are not affected by the 
increased high water line will continue to be operated on both private 
and federal lands. 

JOPL2-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

JOPL2-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

JOPL2-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-5, 
“Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal Lands.” 

JOPL2-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects 
to Recreation at Shasta Lake.” 

JOPL2-12: 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.” 

JOPL2-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential 
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-3, 
“Current Effects to Cultural Resources.” 

JOPL2-14: The purchase of land in the McCloud River area by 
Westlands Water District is not part of any action taken by Reclamation 
during the SLWRI. Therefore, this action is considered outside the scope 
of the EIS. Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

JOPL2-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

JOPL2-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 
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