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33.10.45 Sacramento River Preservation Trust 
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Responses to Comments from Sacramento River Preservation 
Trust 
SRPT-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

SRPT-2: NEPA requires full disclosure of the potential effects of 
Federal actions and accompanying alternatives and possible mitigation. 
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Mitigation Measure Bot-7 describes a range of performance measures to 
mitigate identified impacts on riparian and wetland communities. 

SRPT-3: Mitigation Measure Bot-7 identifies specific actions 
(modification of dam operations and funding restoration actions) that 
will be included in the final plan to avoid and compensate for impacts on 
riparian and wetland communities such that a no-net-loss performance 
standard is met. Mitigation Measure Bot-7 also identifies the minimum 
measures that will be implemented to avoid, minimize, and compensate 
for impacts. Details about off-site mitigation opportunities in the 
primary study area are not yet available. Potential mitigation lands 
containing comparable wetland and special-status species habitat 
comparable to those that would be affected by the action alternatives 
have been identified and specific details about how these lands may be 
used for mitigation will be discussed in detail in future documents and 
be subject to review by regulatory agencies and the public. The DEIS 
follows standard NEPA procedures in disclosing impacts on biological 
resources and providing mitigation measures that Reclamation will be 
required to implement following future Congressional authorization of 
an action alternative. The intent of this document is to identify measures 
that are flexible and adaptable so they can be implemented effectively 
by Reclamation to respond to direct and indirect impacts on riparian and 
wetland habitats resulting from the project. The mitigation measure 
clearly states that a mitigation and adaptive management plan will be 
implemented and will include implementation funding mechanisms and 
criteria. On pages ES-32 and ES-33, the DEIS identifies implementation 
of a comprehensive revegetation plan and a comprehensive mitigation 
strategy to minimize potential effects on biological resources as 
environmental commitments. Therefore, the document properly 
identifies the probability of implementation of mitigation as required 
under NEPA and commits Reclamation to implementing this mitigation. 

SRPT-4: The text of Mitigation Measure Bot-7 specifies that feasible 
measures in this context are those that are not in conflict with applicable 
laws, agreements, and regulations, or with the purpose of the project See 
Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” Section 12.3.4, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects,” page 12-165. In general, feasible in a 
NEPA context means capable of being accomplished taking into account 
economic, environmental, logistical, legal, technological, and social 
factors. NEPA requires that mitigation measures must be developed 
where it is feasible to do so (Sections 1502.14(f), 1502.16(h), 1508.14). 
The mitigation measure specifically states that Mitigation and Adaptive 
Management Plan will be consistent with the Senate Bill 1086 program 
such that the years of effort and experience by the Sacramento River 
Conservation Area Forum would be incorporated to aid in successfully 
mitigating project impacts on riparian habitats in a coordinated manner 
that supports its efforts. 
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SRPT-5:  Because the Adaptive Management Plan is an adaptive plan, 
the areas have not yet been selected. This will be developed in 
coordination with USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, and the Sacramento River 
Conservation Area Forum. Each of these entities would have the 
opportunity to provide input on the appropriateness and feasibility of 
restoration actions. 

SRPT-6: As stated in Chapter12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.5, “Mitigation Measures,” under Mitigation Measure Bot-7, 
page 12-165  feasible measures in this context are those that are not in 
conflict with applicable laws, agreements, and regulations, or with the 
purpose of the project. Appropriate restoration actions are those that do 
any of the following: 1) enhance connectivity of river side channels 
(e.g., by modifying the elevation of secondary channels, remnant 
oxbows, or meander scars); 2) expand the river meander zone at selected 
locations (e.g., by assisting in funding projects that meet this objective); 
3) increase floodplain connectivity (e.g., by assisting in funding projects 
that meet this objective); 4) control and remove nonnative, invasive 
plant species from riparian areas to shift dominance to native species; 5) 
create riparian and wetland communities (e.g., through plantings); and 6) 
increase shaded riverine aquatic habitat (e.g., through plantings). 
Because the plan would be developed in coordination with USFWS, 
NMFS, CDFW, and the Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum, 
each of these entities would have the opportunity to provide input on the 
appropriateness and feasibility of restoration actions. 

SRPT-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of the EIS.” 
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33.10.46 Save the California Delta Alliance 

 

Responses to Comments from Save the California Delta Alliance 
STCDA-1: SLWRI alternatives include measures to reduce reliance on 
the Delta.  SLWRI action alternatives include a water conservation 
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program, under the “Reduce Demand” management measure common to 
all action alternatives.  This program would help reduce reliance on 
imported water supplies, including those from the Delta. This is 
consistent with Delta Reform Act of 2009 that states “the policy of the 
State of California is to reduce reliance on the Delta in meeting 
California’s future water supply needs through a statewide strategy of 
investing in improved regional supplies, conservation, and water use 
efficiency.” SLWRI will not alter current reliance on the Delta in 
regards to water contracts and regulations.  Water operations under 
SLWRI action alternatives are described in DEIS in Chapter 2, 
“Alternatives,” Section 2.3, “Action Alternatives.” 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. Also 
SLWRI action alternatives do not include increases in CVP or SWP 
water contract amounts. SLWRI does result in a slight increase in water 
supply that would be pumped from the Delta when compared to the 
future conditions without SLRWI.  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. 

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

STCDA-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTS-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 
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33.10.47 The California Parks Company 
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Responses to Comments from The California Parks Company 
TCPC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4, 
“Relocation of Recreation Facilities.” 

TCPC-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4, 
“Relocation of Recreation Facilities.” 
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33.10.48 The Nature Conservancy 
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Responses to Comments from The Nature Conservancy 
TNC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

TNC-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-2, “Potential 
Impacts to Bank Swallow and Bank Swallow Habitat.” 
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TNC-3: Because the impact of the Action Alternatives on bank swallow 
have been determined to be “less than significant,” no mitigation is 
required. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-2, “Potential Impacts to 
Bank Swallow and Bank Swallow Habitat.” 

TNC-4: Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” Section 12.2, 
“Regulatory Framework,” describes ongoing plans and programs that 
affect botanical and wetland resources in the study area.  Section 12.3.4, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects,” of the DEIS describes how the 
implementation of these programs is partially offsetting adverse impacts 
from the presence and operations of the existing Shasta Dam and would 
continue to occur under the No-Action Alternative. The DEIS is making 
statements of fact about the ongoing plans and programs and their 
intended effects on the resources.  Reclamation is not relying on these 
plans and programs to mitigate for any impacts that would arise from 
implementation of any of the action alternatives.  The Final EIS 
describes the Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy in detail in the 
“Preliminary Environmental Commitments and Mitigation Plan 
Appendix.” 

TNC-5: Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” Section 12.2, 
“Regulatory Framework,” describes ongoing plans and programs that 
affect botanical and wetland resources in the study area. Page 12-100 of 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” of the DEIS describes how 
the implementation of these programs is partially offsetting adverse 
impacts from the presence and operations of the existing Shasta Dam 
and would continue to occur under the No Action Alternative. The DEIS 
is making statements of fact about the ongoing plans and programs and 
their intended effects on the resources.  Reclamation is not relying on 
these plans and programs to mitigate for any impacts that would arise 
from implementation of any of the action alternatives.  The Final EIS 
describes the Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy in detail in the 
“Preliminary Environmental Commitments and Mitigation Plan 
Appendix.” 

TNC-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2, 
“Fisheries Models and Tools.” 

TNC-7: Because the impact of the Action Alternatives on bank swallow 
have been determined to be “less than significant,” no mitigation is 
required. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-2, “Potential Impacts to 
Bank Swallow and Bank Swallow Habitat.” 
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33.10.49 The River Exchange 
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Responses to Comments from The River Exchange 
TRE-1: Comment noted. 

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

TRE-3:  Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTS-1, 
“Alternative Development – Water Supply Reliability,” and Master 
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.” 
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TRE-4: For the purposes of this document, the Sacramento River from 
Shasta Dam to Red Bluff Pumping Plant has been identified as the 
Upper Sacramento River. The location of the RBPP was chosen as the 
downstream boundary of the primary study area because cold water 
released from Shasta Dam significantly influences water temperature 
conditions in the Sacramento River between Keswick Dam and the 
RBPP (NMFS 1993). Please see Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section 
1.3.1, “Primary Study Area,” for an expanded explanation. 

The EIS has been revised to reflect a more descriptive geographic range 
for the term “Upper Sacramento River,” where appropriate in the section 
headings only, for example “Upper Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to 
Red Bluff Pumping Plant).” 

TRE-5: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Final EIS. 

TRE-6: The DEIS Chapter 18, "Recreation," Table 18.1, "Summary of 
Public, Commercial, and Private Recreation Facilities on Shasta Lake," 
includes the private fishing club on the McCloud River. The club is not 
affected by the inundation but the access road is, and road modifications 
are proposed. Details on the inundated lengths of tributaries to Shasta 
Lake are located in Chapter 4, "Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and 
Soils," for each action alternative. The significance of impacts are 
determined for the entire project and are not based on each flowing 
tributary. 

TRE-7: Relevant information concerning erosion and sedimentation can 
be found in Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and Soils,” 
and Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” of the DEIS.  The specific information 
the comment author has requested 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. 

TRE-8: Comment noted. 
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