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Lakeshore Heights Municipal Water Company

Responses to Comments from Lakeshore Heights Municipal Water
Company

LHMW(C1-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the
SLWRI, we appreciate your time in commenting on the document.
Reclamation acknowledges that the Lakeshore Inn & RV and Forest
Service Station will be inundated and no longer require water service in
this location. According to Reclamations real estate analysis, which was
the basis of the DEIS Real Estate Appendix, about eight parcels west of
the railroad tracks will be taken out of service. A sensitivity analysis
performed in 2012 by Reclamation, which included structural surveys
showed that the number of affected parcels could be less than eight.

Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects to Water and
Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.”

LHMWC1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1,
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.”
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33.10.23 Lakeshore Heights Municipal Water Company
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Responses to Comments from Lakeshore Heights Municipal Water
Company

LHMW(C2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

LHMW(C2-2: The number of landowners within each water service area
that would be affected varies by the action alternative. Based on
preliminary real estate analysis it is estimated that approximately 10% of
the current property owners that comprise the customer base would be
affected by inundation. It is not anticipated that facility relocations
would affect the number of customers served. As discussed above
Reclamation will relocate affected water services to maintain service to
non-inundated structures at no cost to landowners as Reclamation will
fund these relocation actions. These actions will prevent loss of
customers that remain after lake enlargement, however, a net loss of
water service area landowners may occur due to inundation which could
affect the financial ability of water service providers to repay loans.
Reclamation has not performed an evaluation to determine whether
changes due to the implementation of the action alternatives would make
a substantial change in local water service provider’s budgets to the
extent of potential insolvency. However, in addition to replacing water
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distribution facilities as part of each alternative, Reclamation will also
be providing new wastewater treatment facilities. As development of
vacant lands can be limited in this area due to appropriate soil conditions
for septic systems and required setbacks from the reservoir shoreline,
new wastewater facilities could provide for potential expansion for the
customer base in this area. Reclamation would consider providing
additional wastewater connections in this area to maintain the customer
base.

Please also refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects to Water
and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.”

LHMWC2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1,
“Effects to Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.”

LHMWC2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-1,
“Development of Cost Estimates.”

LHMWC2-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1,
“Effects to Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.”
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33.10.24 Northern California Power Agency

Katrina Chow

Project Manager, SLWRI

U. S Bureau of Reclamation, Planning Division
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Reclamation issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Shasta Lake Water Resource Investigation on June 28, 2013 and requested
written comments by September 30, 2013. The Northern California Power
Agency (NCPA) offers the following comments on the power portions of the
DEIS.

The hydropower section on page 8 of the Executive Summary states that over
the next 10 years California's peak demand is expected to increase 30 percent,
from about 50,000 megawatts to about 65,000 megawatts. The 50,000
megawatt peak demand is correct for the part of California operated by the
California Independent System Operator but does not include the ather control
NCPA-1  |area demand in California, such as Impenal Irngation District, Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power, and the Balancing Authonty of Northern
California. In total, California’s current peak demand exceeds 60,000
megawatts. In addition, the California Energy Commission projects California’s
peak demand will increase by approximately 1.3 percent per year. The language
in the hydropower section on page 16 of chapter 1 should also be changed to
reflect these comrections.

[This generation data for potential benefits that is shown in Table 4-4 of the Plan
NCPA-2 |Formulation Appendix conflicts with the potential generation benefits shown for
the five comprehensive plans (CP) starting on page 2-38 in Chapter 2 and in the
Plan Formulation Appendix. | It appears data contained in Tables 23-3 though 23-
T of Chapter 23, Power and Energy, was used to develop the generation impact
for the five CP’s by adding the generation data in Impact Hydro — 2 - Decrease in
CWP System Energy Generation with the data in Impact Hydro — 3 — Decrease in
SWP System Energy Generation. That computation, however, overstates the
NCPA-3 |additional generation developed by the CP altematives. The data contained in
Impact Hydro — 6 — Decrease in Pit 7 Powerplant Energy Generation needs to be
subtracted from the additional generation derived from Hydro 2 and 3 to obtain
the true generation impact for each CP. In addition, the report needs to clearly
|state how the generation data for each CP is developed.

[The Impact Hydro — 1- Decrease in Shasta Powerplant Energy Generation
category should be eliminated in all the tables in Chapter 23 since Shasta
generation is included in Impact Hydro 2. Including the same Shasta energy
NCPA-4 |generation in both categories is duplicative and leads to confusion regarding the
total generation increase for each CP. Impact Hydro 4 and 5 should be extracted
from the current tables and placed in separate tables so generation impacts are
|shown in one table and pumping impacts in another.
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[Since some of the generation benefit accrues to the State Water Project (SWP),
the report should clearly state that the proportional project cost associated with
SWP power benefits will be allocated to SWP for repayment. The DEIS should
state that a long term contract will need to be negotiated with the SWP to ensure
Lthe repayment of the allocated cost associated with the SWP benefits.

[Chapter 23, Section 23.1 should be corrected to state that power is marketed by
the Western Area Power Administration, not the Western Power Authority.

Chapter 23, Section 23.2, omits an important proposed regulation by the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) that could have a significant effect on
each CP. The SWRCB has proposed implementation of unimpaired flow criteria
for both the San Joaquin and Sacramento nvers. If that flow critenia is placed
into effect, the calculated benefits for each CP will be greatly altered. In addition,
Reclamation has recently made water releases for fishery that reduces reservoir
storage (i.e. Trinity River), or bypasses generation (i.e. Folsom Dam) fo meet
other regulatory requirements. The affect of implementing these potential

|regulation requirements on Shasta Lake needs to be addressed in the DEIS.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Jerry Toenyes
Consultant, NCPA

Responses to Comments from Northern California Power Agency
NCPA-1: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment
author have been incorporated into Chapter 1, “Introduction,” and
Section 1.2.2, “Project Need-Hydropower.”

NCPA-2: Table 4-4 of the Plan Formulation Appendix was developed
using operational modeling performed with regulatory assumptions
appropriate for that time. During the plan formulation and DEIS
development changes in the regulatory environment led to updates in the
CalSim-11 operational modeling and subsequent analysis, including
power generation, for use in both the Plan Formulation Report and the
DEIS. These changes are documented in the Plan Formulation Report,
Chapter 5 Comprehensive Plans, Section “Refinement of
Comprehensive Plans for the DEIS.” Table 5-10 of the PFA includes the
results of this updated modeling and matches the numbers reported in
the DEIS.

NCPA-3: As defined and used in the DEIS in Chapter 23, “Power and
Energy,” Impact Hydro-2, “Decrease in CVP System Energy
Generation,” and Impact Hydro-3, “Decrease in SWP System Energy
Generation,” are each evaluated independently and are not added for any
purpose. Impact Hydro-6, “Decrease in Pit 7 Powerplant Energy,” is
evaluated independently and is not combined with any other impact for
any purpose. As described in the DEIS Chapter 23, “Power and Energy,”
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Sections 23.3.2, “Methods and Assumptions,” CVP and SWP
hydropower generation was simulated using the Benchmark Study Team
(BST) power modeling tool LTGen, Version 1.18, and SWPPower, BST
April 2010 Version, for CVP and SWP facilities, respectively, the Pit 7
Powerplant was evaluated using a custom designed power processing
tool. Further details on these tools and more detailed results are
included in the Modeling Appendix, Chapter 8, “Hydropower
Modeling.”

NCPA-4: DEIS Chapter 23, "Power and Energy," Section 23.3.2,
"Criteria for Determining Significance of Effects,” defines the metrics
that were developed for evaluating project impacts on hydropower
generation and use. Impact Hydro-1 “Decrease in Shasta Powerplant
Energy Generation," and Impact Hydro-2 “Decrease in CVP System
Energy Generation," categories included in the referenced tables
specifically to provide data to support corresponding impact evaluations.
Text has been revised in the Final EIS to clarify why Shasta was
including both individually and in the CVP system total and the
appropriate use of each value. The generation and pumping were
presented in the same table to group the results by the impacted power
system, the CVP and the SWP. Efforts were made to simplify the
document as much as feasible while disclosing environmental effects to
the extent required to meet current legal requirements for full disclosure.

NCPA-5: As indicated in Chapter 23, “Power and Energy,” of the
DEIS, changes in net generation within SWP facilities due to a potential
Shasta Dam enlargement would be negative for all alternatives. In
addition, this comment appears to be related to the preliminary cost
allocation analysis completed for the Draft Feasibility Report, which
was released to the public in February 2012. Please see Master
Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project Financing.”

NCPA-6: Text has been revised in Final EIS.

NCPA-7: Reclamation does not include all proposed regulations in
NEPA document project impact analysis as they are in flux until
adopted. Any reasonably foreseeable actions are included in the
cumulative impact analysis. The State Water Board proposed
implementation of new flow standards was not evaluated as a reasonably
foreseeable action.
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33.10.25 Natural Resources Defense Council
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February 8, 2013

Ms. Katrina Chow, Project Manager/Civil Engineer
Mid-Pacific Regional Office, Bureau of Reclamation
Federal Office Building

2800 Cottage Way, MP-720

Sacramento, CA 95825-1893

Subject: Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation, Comments on the Public
Draft of the Feasibility Report, and Selected Attachments, January 2013

Dear Ms. Chow:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments on the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation (SLWRI) Public
Draft of the Feasibility Report and selected Technical Reports/Attachments for the Shasta
Dam enlargement project (Project).

The scope of these comments reflects the Depariment's statutory authority as trustee
agency for the conservation of California’s fish, wildlife, and botanical resources, and
the habitats on which they depend. The following issues and comments are not in order
of priority.

The Department's review was focused to SLWRI alternative CP4 because it was
identified previously as the preferred alternative, but other alternatives were also
assessed. In addition to this narrative, we have offered comments on the Excel
spreadsheet template (Attachments) provided by the Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation).

The Department reviewed and provides comments on the following documents:

» The SLWRI Feasibility Report
» Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water Management Technical Report
= Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water Management Technical Report
Attachment A: CalSim-1l Output
= Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water Management Technical Report
Attachment B: DSM2 Output — Water Levels
* Modeling Appendix
Water Quality Technical Report
Geologic Technical Report
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» Geologic Technical Report Attachment 1: Shoreline Erosion Technical
memorandum

» Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems Technical Report

= \Wildlife Resources Technical Report

= Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 1: Special-Status
Wildlife Species Potentiaily Occurring in the Shasta Reservoir and Vicinity
Portion of the Primary Study Area
Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report
Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report Attachment: Lists of
All Special-Status Plant Species Known from or Potentially Present in the
Primary and Extended Study Area

The Potential for Species Listing and Compliance with the Multi-Species
Conservation Strategy

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), as per the July 2008 draft Coordination Act
Report (Service 2008a), believes that the Project will result in adverse affects to special-
status species within the vicinity of Shasta Reservoir, riparian habitat along the
Sacramento River, and aquatic habitat in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The
Department concurs with this conclusion. The raising of Shasta Reservoir would
inundate the limited habitat of three rare species: Shasta snow-wreath (Neviusia clifionii),
Shasta chaparral snail (Trilobopsis roperi), and Shasta hesperian snail (Vespericola
shasta) of which all are endemic to restricted limestone substrate in the vicinity of Shasta
Reservoir,

Four of the terrestrial mollusks that could be impacted by enlarging Shasta Reservoir are
currently petitioned for federal listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA): Shasta
sideband snail (Monadenia troglodytes troglodytes), Wintu sideband snail (Monadenia
troglodytes wintu), Shasta chaparral snail, and Shasta hesperian snail, All four of these
terrestrial mollusks are also species endemic to the vicinity of Shasta Reservoir.
Reclamation should analyze the range and population of these species and estimate
what percentage of each species' habitat would be impacted by the Project.

The Botanical and Wetlands Technical Report should be updated to reflect the status of
a potentially new rare plant species, commonly referred to as Shasta huckleberry
(Vaccinium sp.), that would be affected by enlarging Shasta Reservoir. If confirmed as
a distinct species, Shasta huckleberry would likely meet the criteria for listing under the
California Endangered Species Act due to its rarity and identified threats to the species.
Shasta huckleberry is known from only three locations, all of which are in the vicinity of
Shasta Reservoir. At least nine individual Shasta huckleberry shrubs in the Little
Backbone Creek drainage wouid be lost within the inundation zone. The occurrence of
Shasta huckleberry near Bully Hill Mine is currently threatened by non-project related
activities associated with soil remediation. Additional genetic analyses are needed to
clarify the taxonomic issues for these plants. Given current known information about
their rarity, occurrences of these rare plant species could be treated as a rare species.
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Secondly, the CALFED Final Programmatic EIS/EIR requires CALFED to avoid all
actions that could result in the mortality of any species identified within Table 4-5 of the
Multi-Species Conservation Strategy (CALFED 2000a). This includes Shasta
snow-wreath which is found among a list of *...evaluated species for which direct
mortality as a result of implementing CALFED actions is prohibited as a condition of the
Multi-Species Conservation Strategy (MSCS)..."* This conservation measure was
developed because these species are extremely rare. For many of the plants identified,
fewer than a dozen known populations exist. The Feasibility Report and Technical
Reparts/Attachments do not adequately identify how this requirement is being
addressed given the SLWRI is a CALFED project.

Incomplete Information

The Habitat Evaluation and Procedure analysis, which was being prepared by the
Service, and the reservoir tributary study are two examples of information that was not
provided in the Feasibility Report or the Technical Reports/Attachments. Also, details
regarding management of the dedicated pool within the altematives, and the impacts of
that element of the alternative were not provided or assessed. The Department
believes this information is essential and needs to be included in the Feasibility Report
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report preparation.

Use of the 2004 and 2005 OCAP BOs

The Feasibility Report uses the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 2004
Biological Opinion (BO) for the Long-Term Central Valley Project and State Water
Project Operations Criteria and Plan, and the Service's 2005 BO for the Coordinated
Operations of the Central Valley Project (CVP) and State Water Project (SWP) (2004
and 2005 OCAP BQs). Use of the more current OCAP BOs (the 2008 Service QCAP
BO and the 2009 NMFS OCAP BO) (Service 2008b) (NMFS 2009a) would provide a
more relevant analysis.

Clarification on the Dedicated Pool, Alternative CP4

Cold water is essential for listed anadromous fish needs. The analysis within the
Feasibility Report or Technical Reports/Attachments that specifically identified the
quantifiable increase in volume of the cold water pool as a result of a dam raise was
incomplete. Understanding the amount of additional cold water available as a result of
this Project will help the Department better evaluate the (potential) positive benefits to
anadromous fish.

The older requirement of 1.9 million acre-feet (MAF) of total storage in September was
necessary in critically dry years to preserve enough cold water (1.3 MAF) for the
following season (NMFS 2004). The 2009 NMFS OCAP BO requires a higher end of
September storage (2.2 MAF) in order to avoid temperature impacts. The Department
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assumes that all action alternatives will provide additional volume to the cold water pool
above the 2.2 MAF requirement (NMFS 2009a). That volume should also be
quantitatively disclosed.

In 2008, the Service provided a Planning Aid Memorandum (PAM) on Adaptive
Management of the Dedicated Environmental Water in the Shasta Reservoir Water
Resources Investigation Project (2008 PAM) (Service 2008c). The 2008 PAM identified
an earlier recommendation from the Service, the Department, and NMFS for “dedicated
environmental water” to be included in a SLWRI alternative (378,000 acre-feet is
identified in Alternative CP4). This water was to be adaptively managed and used at the
discretion of the federal and State fisheries resource agencies and would also be
allocated in addition to and beyond any actions identified and/or required as mitigation for
this Project or in the Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA), CALFED, and any
existing biological opinions. The Department's interpretation of the 378,000 acre-feet of
water continues to be consistent with what was included in the 2008 PAM. However, the
Feasibility Report implies that this water could be added to the existing cold water pool
and not treated as a separate source of water to be used for natural resource purposes.
The Feasibility Report states this water be managed in coordination with the Sacramento
River Temperature Task Force, which has never been discussed with the Department,
the Service, and NMFS. The Department requests resurrecting the 2008 PAM and
continuing these discussions on the dedicated pool found in Alternative CP4 with the
affected resource agencies.

Habitat Conditions within the Sacramento River below Keswick Dam

The Feasibility Report and/or Technical ReportsiAttachments do not provide a clear
picture or analysis of fish habitat conditions within the Sacramento River below Keswick
Dam. We encourage Reclamation to evaluate those parameters which are deemed
important to anadromous fish, which includes both instream conditions and adjacent
terrestrial habitats. One source for this assessment is to look at the federal definition of
Critical Habitat for listed anadromous fish, such as winter-run Chinook salmon
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). We also encourage assessing those conditions within
the range of the species affected, and not just in the area immediately downstream of
Shasta dam. For example, Critical Habitat designation for winter-run Chinook, as
identified in the 2009 NMFS OCAP BO (NMFS 2009a) identifies those physical and
biological features of the habitat that are essential to the conservation of the species
and that may require special management consideration and protection. Within the
Sacramento River, this includes the river water, river bottom (including those areas and
associated gravel used by winter-run Chinook salmon as spawning substrate), and
adjacent riparian zones used by fry and juveniles for rearing. In the areas west of
Chipps Island, including San Francisco Bay to the Golden Gate Bridge, this designation
includes the estuarine water column and essential foraging habitat and food resources
utilized by winter-run Chinook salmon as part of their juvenile outmigration or adult
spawning migrations. An analysis of the effect on every primary constituent element of
Critical Habitat, as per ESA, should be completed.

33.10-294 Final — December 2014



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

Ms. Katrina Chow
February 8, 2013
Page 50f 18

Impacts to the Fishery in Shasta Reservoir

The Feasibility Report analysis of the loss of perennial and intermittent stream habitat,
its associated riparian habitat, and the effect on reservoir fisheries values as a result of
the Project is incomplete. The Department believes the lass of tributary habitat would
have significant effects on riverine aquatic species and requests a more complete
analysis. More specific information on the affected stream miles, habitat types they
contain, and current barriers to upstream fish passage from the reservair that will be
inundated is needed.

Impacts on the Fishery and Habitat below Shasta Dam

The primary resource management measures within the Feasibility Report which
address the objective of Anadromous Fish Survival are enlarging the cold water pool
and modifying the Temperature Control Device in Shasta Reservoir. These elements
would be used to maintain cooler temperatures for anadromous fish spawning and
rearing habitat in the Sacramento River between Keswick Dam and the Red Bluff
Diversion Dam (RBDD). Only in one alternative (CP4) does enlarging the cold water
pool provide benefits to anadromous fish survival. However, it appears that the benefits
to anadromous fish are limited to a few critical and dry water years representing 5% to
10% of the 1922-2003 period of simulation,

The 2008 SLWRI Administrative Draft documents identified a significant (negative)
effect on Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus),
Sacramento splittail (Pogonichthys macrolepidotus), and striped bass (Morone saxatilis)
{Reclamation 2008). This is due to increased reverse flows in Old and Middle Rivers,
and also due to increased risk of entrainment or salvage of species at CVP and SWP
facilities caused by changes in CVP and SWP exports. We recommend this be
addressed in the Feasibility Report or the Technical Reports/Attachments.

Alternative CP4, as per the Feasibility Report, currently includes a limited amount of
gravel augmentation, while other enhancement elements that could improve
anadromous fish habitat, such as riparian restoration and removal of bank armoring,
were placed into another alternative (CP5). The Department encourages Reclamation
to revisit the CP4 Alternative and inciude restoration elements beyond what is currently
identified (i.e. gravel augmentation, the details of which are not provided).

Use of SALMOD and Concerns about Correct Representation of Data

The Department’s previous comments on modifying SALMOD, as well as our concems
about using it as an analysis tool, have not been addressed fully (Department
correspondence to Reclamation in February 2006, Attachment 8). The analysis on
impacts to salmonids in the Sacramento River below Keswick Dam is largely restricted
to the SALMOD model results and does not include any other analysis efforts, such as
habitat typing data, or The Nature Conservancy (Nature Conservancy) State of the
Sacramento River Report (Nature Conservancy 2008). Analysis of the effects of flow
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management on potential redd dewatering, or assessing how to balance the annual
management of flow on the species andior runs of salmonids, is also not included.
SALMOD has not been accepted by the Department for use in the Central Valley, and
the documents should clearly reflect this fact (See Attachment 8). Model assumptions
and parameters applied should be clearly stated in the document. In addition, there
should be a statement that this is a preliminary analysis used by Reclamation and
should not be interpreted as the final tool to analyze fish impacts from the various
altemnatives under consideration.

The CVPIA Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRP) goal needs to be clearly
defined within the context of the SALMOD analysis. If the document is referring to the
doubling goals, that needs to be identified, as opposed to a goal which may have to do
with an AFRP target in the Final Restoration Plan on the Sacramento River. The AFRP
definition of production needs to be clarified because it may not differ with the SALMOD
definition of preduction. In one location, a population figure is given, which further
confuses the entire fisheries analysis. There may also be a discrepancy in discussing
AFRP goals with any other goal for production because other agencies may not be
using the same databases as the Department or AFRP. Some agencies use Chinook
Prod, and others use Grandtab, which are different databases. When referring to
production, the document also needs to specify if it includes all fish, or wild versus
hatchery fish. AFRP fish production targets are focused on the natural production of
fish from each watershed. In summary, due to potential discrepancies between the
premises that SALMOD, AFRP, and other restoration programs are based upon, the
Feasibility Report's predictions, particularly in the AFRP context, may be inaccurate
andfor misrepresented.

Spring-run Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)

The 1998 spring-run Chinook Status Review (Department 1998) says, "A small
population of spring-run salmon may persist in the upper Sacramento River above
RBDD, although there is question as to the genetic integrity of these fish." Essentially,
the extent of spring-run Chinook salmon spawning in the mainstem of the upper
Sacramento River is unclear. Due to geographic overlap of Evolutionary Significant
Units and resultant hybridization since the construction of Shasta Dam, Chinook salmon
that spawn in the mainstem Sacramento River during September are more likely to be
identified as early fall-run Chinook (Oncorfiynchus tshawytscha) rather than spring-run
Chinook salmon. The 2009 Public Draft Recovery Plan for the Evolutionary Significant
Units of Sacramento River winter-run Chinook and the Central Valley spring-run
Chinook, and the Distinct Population segment of Central Valley Steelhead (NMFS
2008D), states that upper Sacramento River may support a small spring-run Chinook
salmon population, but the degree of hybridization with fall-run Chinook salmon is likely
high. It also states that construction of Shasta and Keswick Dams on the Sacramento
River has eliminated the spatial separation between spawning fall-run and spring-run
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Chinook salman. Additionally, no more than 10% and likely less than 5% of the
Sacramento River spring-run Chinook population occurs upstream of RBDD,

The pian for spring-run Chinook recovery (NMFS 2009b) may or may not affect the
inclusion of that species in the SLWRI analysis. That may subsequently require a
change in the cost-benefit projections in the SLWRI and affect flow management in the
mainstem Sacramento River, should the Project occur.

Condition of Gravel below Dam and Requirements for Management

The Feasibility Report identifies inriver gravel augmentation in some of the alternatives
(e.g. altemnatives CP4 and CPS5), but detail is lacking on the degree to which this
augmentation would benefit anadromous fish, i.e. quantity and location of augmentation
is not provided. Based upon previous and ongoing studies of the need for gravel in the
Sacramento River below Keswick Reservoir (Buer et al. 1989, Nature Conservancy
2008, Stillwater Sciences 2007, Service 2001), the amount proposed for augmentation
(5,000 to 10,000 tons per year for 10 years) is substantially low. This amount does not
appear to address the need for gravel and mitigating the potential impacts of the new
flow regime proposed within the SLWRI Feasibility Report.

The diversion and storage of natural flows by dams and diversion structures on Central
Valley waterways have depleted stream flows and altered the natural cycles by which
juvenile and adult salmonids base their migrations. Depleted flows have contributed to
higher temperatures, lower dissolved oxygen |levels, and decreased recruitment of
gravel and large woody debris. Furthermore, more uniform flows year-round have
resulted in diminished natural channel formation, altered foodweb processes, and
slower regeneration of riparian vegetation. These stable flow patterns have reduced
bedload movement (Stillwater Sciences 2007), caused spawning gravels to become
embedded and reduced channel widths, which has decreased the available spawning
and rearing habitat below dams.

The Sacramento River has received gravel augmentation in most years, although the
identified CVPIA targets have not been met in any one year. In the Sacramento River
upstream of Highway 44, the percentage of total redds has increased from 6.9%
pre-CVPIA to 15.6% post-CVPIA. The agencies' progress, measured by the quantity of
gravel placed each year, is meeting, on average, 28% (13,885 cubic yards, or
approximately 22,216 tons) of the Sacramento River target.

The Department encourages Reclamation to clearly identify these obligations within the
Feasibility Report, Technical Reports/Attachments, and future environmental documents
and identify steps to implement them, if they have not been completed and/or initiated.
The Department also encourages Reclamation to clearly articulate the difference
between its legal obligations, per CVPIA, to provide gravel as compared to its gravel
augmentation proposal in the SWLRI, which is being presented as a restoration
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measure. Reclamation also needs to identify the need to provide gravel to address
mitigation, as opposed to a restoration measure.

Analysis of Botanical Resources

The documents do not appear to consider the impacts of the permanent loss of an
undetermined number of acres of vegetation and general wildlife habitat within the Shasta
Reservoir area under the various dam-raising scenarios (Alternatives CP1-CP5). These
impacts and their level of significance should be described and include the impacts of this
permanent loss of vegetation/habitat, what mitigation measures are necessary to offset
this permanent loss, and the location of mitigation sites.

The general mitigation strategy proposed for the direct loss of sensitive plant’
occurrences is relocation. The Department generally does not support the relocation of
sensitive plants as an effective mitigation measure. It is rarely effective to re-establish the
population somewhere else and does little to offset the permanent loss of suitable habitat.
No provisions are provided for off-site mitigation (preservation of suitable/occupied habitat
which is currently not protected, enhancement of existing populations, etc.). Itis unclear
how the proposed measures would mitigate impacts to a "less than significant” level. The
following detail is needed within subsequent drafts of the SLWRI environmental
documents:

s Where, specifically, will these plants be relocated:

* The amount of available "growing space” within areas of suitable habitat to which
these plants can be moved (habitat not already occupied by other individuals of
the species in question);

Evidence that relocation will be effective;
Monitoring of these relocated populations to verify that relocation efforts have
been successful; and

= A definition of what would constitute success (identify performance standards),
who would conduct the monitoring, and alternatives if the relocation failed or was
found to be failing.

Analysis of Effects on Fish, Wildlife, and Botanical Resources, and Biologist
Qualifications

The following wildlife species, in particular, were not adequately analyzed within the
Feasibility Report and Wildlife Technical Report. Please see the comment spreadsheet
(Aitachments 1 and 4) for more specific comments:

" Multi-Species Conservation Strategy, U.S. Forest Service Sensitive, California Rare Plant Rank
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Shasta Salamander (Hydromantes shastae)

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus)

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

Purple Martin (Progne subis)

Special-Status Raptors, Bats, and Ringtails (Bassariscus astutus)
Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia)

L I

“Out of kind" mitigation, such as enhancement of nearby non-limestone habitat for
Shasta salamander, is listed as a potential option to address impacts to certain species.
However, itis unclear if such mitigation will actually occur, what specifically would
habitat “enhancement” consist of, and will enhancement activities convert unsuitable
habitat to suitable habitat. The ratio of acres of suitable habitat inundated to acres of
unsuitable habitat “enhanced” should be clearly stated. Similarly, mitigation measures
and the significance level of potential impacts have not yet been developed for several
species: Northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), fisher (Martes pennanti), etc.
The Department may submit additional comments on later drafts which include a
complete analysis of the Project’s impacts.

For several species addressed, the Feasibility Report and Technical Reports/Attachments
indicate “qualified biclogists” will decide on appropriate construction buffers if nest sites
are discovered within or adjacent to the Project's construction boundary during pre-
construction surveys. The minimum qualifications of these biologists should be identified.

The Feasibility Report clearly does not reflect the results of a comprehensive analysis of
effects to species and habitats over the entire project footprint, which includes the primary
and extended Project area. The documents, for example, assess impacts to adfluvial
salmonids in Shasta Reservoir but not adfluvial salmonids that are in the Sacramento
River. It assesses impacts to warmwater species in Shasta Reservoir but not in the
Sacramento River, and should include an analysis of changes in warmwater species’
response to flow changes. This is an important element due to the predation pressure
warmwater species places upon anadromous salmonids and other special status species,
such as northwestern pond turtle (Actinermys marmorata marmorata). Other species, such
as bald eagle, are found both on the Shasta Reservoir and along the Sacramento River,
yet the document does not address this species comprehensively. An analysis of the
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to this species, both at the individual and population
scale, 's needed. Similarly, analysis of anadromous salmonids is fragmented into sections
(Sacramento River below Keswick, middle/lower Sacramento River, and Bay/Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta) so that the overall impact to various runs and/or species is not
provided, which leads to an inability to assess the overall effects of the Project.

Analysis areas which are suitably “sized” for species with large home ranges were also
lacking. For example, restricting the analysis area to the inundation zone for assessing
impacts to northemn spotted owls is not adequate due to the large home ranges of this
species and does not capture the potential for both direct and indirect effects. Since 2000
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the Department requested sufficient analysis areas which could extend, depending on the
species, beyond the inundation zone.

There are many wildlife resources that are not evaluated at all. For example, impacts to
deer {Odocoileus hemionus columbianus) habitat and populations are not assessed. In
1984 the Trinity River Basin Fish and Wildlife Management Act (PL 98-541) was signed,
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to develop and implement a management
program to restore the fish and wildlife populations in the Trinity River Basin to levels
which existed prior to construction of the Trinity and Lewiston dams. The initial phase of
the Trinity River Restoration Program included development of a series of action plans.
These action plans included five main program goals, one of which addressed the need
to compensate for impacts to deer and other wildlife from flooding of habitat and
reduced streamflow resulting from diversions to the CVP.

Role and Importance of Tributaries to Sacramento River Health and Dynamic
Ecological Processes

The Department has previously requested an adequate assessment of the
interrelationship of the Sacramento River to its tributaries, given the potential for flow
changes to affect this relationship. The health of the Sacramento River is directly tied to
its relationship with its tributaries. Tributaries below Shasta Dam provide water,
spawning gravel, sediment, and large woody debris to the Sacramento River in order for
it to continue to provide habitat to anadromous fish and other aquatic and riparian-
obligate species. Tributaries also can provide a location where anadromous juveniles
can rear (Maslin et al. 1999, Snider 2001). Likewise, the Sacramento River provides a
conduit through which fish travel in order to reach their natal streams. During high flow
conditions, the Sacramento River inundates the lower portions of its tributaries, which
affects tributaries’ riparian habitats, geomorphological condition, and substrate condition.
Because of this relationship, it is crucial to evaluate the role of the tributaries and to more
completely explore the condition of tributary watersheds and restoration opportunities in
order to maintain these relationships, particularly if management of the Sacramento River
changes due to the Project.

It should be more effectively acknowledged in the Feasibility Report and Technical
Reports/Attachments that the tributaries supply materials, such as large woody debris
and gravel, to the Sacramento River and have, at some level, offset the effects of
Shasta Dam on instream habitat quality and quantity. This contribution should be
quantified. An evaluation of the dam raise on instream habitat quality and quantity
should take into account not anly the potential effects of flow changes but also the
potential changes in tributary contributions, given their dynamic nature. Watershed
ecological processes are not static; if tributaries are deteriorating and/or their
contributions to the Sacramento River lessen at some level, it could affect instream
habitat of the river itself, which could be exacerbated by the dam raise and subsequent
flow changes. Some watersheds are in a degraded condition due to historical and
present management, such as Thomes, Cottonwood, Cow, and Battle Creeks.
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Because of this, the Department strongly encourages inclusion of restoration efforts to
improve tributary contributions and condition.

Control of non-native species such as arundo (Arunde donax) and tamarix (Tamarix
chinensis) along the Sacramento River is another issue in which tributary assessmentis
important. These species' negative impacts on native plant displacement, effects on
bank stability, and channel configuration are well documented in the literature. In order
to most effectively manage non-native plant and animal species that use water flow as a
means of dispersal, effective management includes finding uppermost areas of
infestation and working in a downstream fashion. These two plant species are found on
many of the watersheds in the upper Sacramento River. The Feasibility Report should
address impacts of the Project on these non-native species.

Analysis of Geologic and Geomorphic Impacts

The Geologic Technical Report needs to be modified to show it meets the standards of
practice for geologic reports. This includes identifying a licensed geologist as the
preparer of the Geologic Technical Report. This report relies on model results and
provides opinions regarding slope stability, future erosion, and potential impacts
associated with the proposed Project. Similarly, the Feasibility Report itself does not
appear to provide a complete recognition and characterization of the existing geologic
conditions and issues, and any costs associated with the issues and needs revolving
around geology and geomorphology. Such interpretations and opinions fall under the
professional responsibilities of a State-licensed geologist or geotechnical engineer.
Such errors render the conclusions and recommendations within the Geologic Technical
Report and Feasibility Report suspect.

The Geologic Technical Report does not appear to include an analysis of the volume of
sediment that has accumulated behind Shasta Dam since its original construction.
Because any dam's effective design life is affected by the rate of sediment accumulation
in the reservoir, knowledge of how fast the reservoir is filling is an important parameter
with which to evaluate the overall Project. Without an analysis of the volume of
accumulated sediment, an important aspect of the proposed Project's long-term
effectiveness and environmental impact cannot be fully evaluated. Similarly, the
Geolagic Technical Report does not appear to include an analysis of the existing
environmental impacts that have occurred on the Sacramento River and its primary
tributaries since the original construction of the dam. Such impacts appear to include
scouring of tributary channels down to bedrock thereby limiting spawning habitat in
those tributaries. Additional impacts are described more fully by Buer and others (Buer
et. al. 1989). This analysis and description provide a baseline from which to assess
impacts of a dam raise on the Sacramento River and its tributaries, particularly those
above RBDD. Without an analysis/understanding of the existing and ongoing
downstream effects of Shasta Dam on the Sacramento River and its Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta, it is not possible to fully evaluate the potential impacts associated with
‘the proposed Project.
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The Gealogic Technical Report does not appear to include an analysis of sediment
aggradation in the primary tributaries that drain into Shasta Reservair. In general, the
primary reference to sedimentation is with regard to that created by construction
activities. Channel aggradation is an important in-stream limiting factor for fish and
without such an analysis, the existing and future environmental impacts of the proposed
Project cannot be fully evaluated.

Analysis of Impacts to Water Quality and Addressing Abandoned Mines

The Feasibility Report does not adequately address impacts to water quality from
abandoned mines, lake shore erosion, and recent wildfires. There is only a minimal
discussion of these issues, and mitigation measures are not explored. There are
several abandoned mines in and around the Shasta Reservoir area which discharge
highly dissolved metals and/or have acid-mine drainage issues. These siles may be in
various stages of reclamation. Consequently, it appears that the Feasibility Report is
remiss in analyzing the costs of addressing the impacts associated with the abandoned
mines and future reclamation efforts.

The Water Quality Technical Report should alsa discuss and analyze the Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for metals in the Sacramento River below Keswick and
should include an analysis of the effects of the Project and any flow management
changes on management of the TMDL.

Obligations to the CVPIA and AFRP

The Feasibility Report does not fully acknowledge obligations for restoration as
identified within the CVPIA, which was signed into law in October 1992, and AFRP
(Service 2001), a program under CVPIA. For example, Page 17 of CVPIA Section
3406(b)(13) states (in part):

"...Develop and implement a continuing program for the purpose of restoring and
replenishing, as needed, spawning gravel lost due to the construction and
operation of Central Valley Project dams, bank protection projects, and other
actions that have reduced the availability of spawning gravel and rearing habitat
in the Upper Sacramento River from Keswick Dam to Red Bluff Diversion Dam in
the American and Stanislaus Rivers downstream from the Nimbus and Goodwin
Dams, respectively, The program shall include preventive measures, such as
re-establishment of meander belts and limitations on future bank protection
activities, in order to avoid further losses of instream and riparian habitat..."

The CVPIA redefined the purposes of the CVP to include the protection, restoration,
and enhancement of fish and wildlife and associated habitats, The CVPIA identified
numerous specific measures and programs to meet the new project purpose and also
directed the Secretary of the Interior to operate the CVP consistent with these purposes.
There are several AFRP goals and evaluations for the Sacramento River itself which
address limiting factors, but this was not articulated within the Feasibility Report or
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Technical Reports/Attachments. As a component of the CVPIA, the Feasibility Report
should address these actions and evaluations.

We encourage Reclamation to move back to the step of identifying limiting factors for
anadromous fish on the Sacramento River (Keswick Dam to the Delta). This has been
done in several contexts: CVPIA AFRP Final Restoration Plan; CALFED Record of
Decision and associated documents (CALFED 2000b); Sacramento River ecological
flows tools effort, developed by the Nature Conservancy (Nature Conservancy et.al,
2008); and the new effort by Reclamation, the Service, its partners, and CVPIA
stakeholders to develop a coordinated plan for CVPIA programs. These analyses/tools
should be used to better develop a list of actions required to address anadromous fish
survival, particularly the elements needed by fish other than flow and spawning gravel.

Relationship to Other CALFED and Water Management Programs

The purpose of the CALFED Program is to develop and implement a long-term
comprehensive plan that will restore ecolegical health and improve water management for
beneficial uses of the Bay-Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta system (CALFED 2000b). To
practicably achieve this program purpose, CALFED will concurrently and comprehensively
address problems of the Bay-Sacramento-San Joagquin Delta system within each of four
resource categories: ecosystem quality, water quality, water supply reliability, and levee
system integrity. Important physical, ecological, and socioeconomic linkages exist
between the problems and possible solutions in each of these categories. Accordingly,

a solution to problems in one resource category cannot be pursued without addressing
problems in the other resource categories.

The CALFED Bay-Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Program recognized early on that its
plan must include the means for fully integrating California's water supply system to
provide more reliable water supplies and to meet competing needs. As per the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on Sites Reservoir (CALFED 2000a),

Section 1.6, Integrated Water Development and Management, the parties to this MOU,
in addition to proceeding with the planning and environmental review of Sites Reservoir,
Jointly or separately sought to pursue a broader integrated water supply management
and water development program. However, the SLWRI barely mentions Sites
Reservoir. .

All aspects of the CALFED Program are interrelated and interdependent. More
specifically, many of the elements are complementary or directly related to storage.
The California Department of Water Resources and Reclamation, in coordination with
the Bay-Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Authority, initiated the Common Assumptions
process to develop consistency and improve efficiency among the surface storage
investigations. While each of these investigations addresses a unique purpose to meet
different combinations of water supply reliability, water quality, and environmental
needs, all of the investigations share some common requirements that include
completing planning reports and feasibility studies and associated alternatives analyses
to comply with CEQA, NEPA, and Clean Water Act Section 404 requirements.
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There are also other major existing water resources projects that influence Sites
Reservoir and SLWRI planning and its potential capabilities. These projects include
Reclamation's CVP, SWP, and the United States Army Corps of Engineers' Sacramento
River Flood Control Project. In addition, two ongoing programs in the Central Valley
significantly influence the Sites Reservoir Investigation: the CVPIA and the
Bay-Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Program, which is responsible for implementing the
CALFED Bay-Sacramento-San Joagquin Delta PEIS/EIR and Record of Decision. Both
of these programs also substantially affect the SLWRI and its environmental document
preparation and analyses.

Other Plans

The principles and goals of plans pertain to the conservation of natural resources in the
Sacramento River valley, including anadromous fish and associated stream and riparian
habitats that could be affected by the Project, should be discussed in the Feasibility
Report. These plans are directed at restoring, enhancing, and recovering these
resources, which have been adversely affected by water supply development and other
human activities, and include:

» Central Valley Salmon and Steelhead Restoration and Enhancement Plan
(Reynolds et al., 1990);

» 2008 Public Draft Recovery Plan for the Evolutionary Significant Units of
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook and the Central Valley spring-run
Chinook, and the Distinct Population segment of Central Valley Steelhead
(NMFS, 2009b);

= Restoring Central Valley Streams: A Plan for Action (Reynolds et al., 1993);

» Status of Actions to Restore Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon
{Mills and Ward, 1996); and

= Steelhead Restoration and Management Plan for California (McEwan and
Jackson, 1996)

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Feasibility Repart and the Attachments. If
you have further questions regarding our comments, please contact Staff Environmental
Scientist Palricia Bratcher at Patricia Bratcher@uwildlife.ca.gov or (530) 225-3845,

Sincerely,

NEIL MANJI
Regional Manager

Attachments

ec. Page 15
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ec:

Mr. Ron Ganzfried, Bureau of Reclamation, raanzfried @usbr.gov
Messrs. Brian Person, Don Reck, Tom Kisanuki, and Paul Zedonis
Bureau of Reclamation, Shasta Reservoir Office

bperson@usbr.gov, dreck@usbr.qov, tkisanuki@usbr.gov, pzedonis@usbr.qov

Messrs. Rocky Montgomery and James Smith
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Racky montgomery@fws.gov, jim_smith@fws.gov

Mr. Alan Olson and Ms, Julie Nelson
U.5. Forest Service
aolson@fs.fed.us, jknelson@fs.fed.us

Ms. Naseem Alston
Mational Marine Fisheries Service
Naseem.Alston@noaa.qov

Mr. David Bogener
California Department of Water Resources
Dave Bogener@water.ca.qov

Mr. Phil Woodward
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

pwoodward@waterboards.ca.gov

Messrs. Curt Babeock, Curtis Milliron, Richard Callas, David Zezulak, Steve
Baumgartner, Mike Berry, Richard Lis, Pete Figura, Joshua Grover, Chad Dibble,
Jason Raberts, Scott Cantrell, Ali Aghili, Kevin Shaffer, Brad Henderson, and
Michael R. Harris, Stafford Lehr, and Kevin Shaffer

Mss. Patricia Bratcher, Jennifer Carlson, Karen Kovacs, Tina Bartlett, Jane
Varpagel, Glenda Marsh, and Donna Cobb

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

curt.babcock@wildlife.ca.gov, curtis.milliron@wildlife.ca.gov,
richard. callas@wildlife.ca.gov, dave.zezulak@wildlife.ca.gov,
steven.baumgariner@wildlife.ca.gov, mike.berry@wildlife.ca.qov,
richard.lis@wildlife.ca.qov, pete.fiqura@wildlife.ca.qov,
joshua.arover@wildlife.ca.gov, chad dibble@wildlife.ca.qov,
jason.roberts@wildlife.ca.gov, scott.cantrell@wildlife.ca.gov,
ali.aghili@wildlife.ca.qov, kevin.shaffer@wildlife.ca.gov,
brad.henderson@wildlife.ca.gov, michael.r.harris@wildlife.ca.gav,
patricia.bratcher@wildlife.ca.qov, jennifer.carlson@wildlife.ca.qov,
karen.kovacs@wildlife.ca.qov, tina.bartlett@wildlife.ca.gov,
iane.vorpagel@wildlife.ca.gov, glenda.marsh@wildlife.ca.qov,
donna.cobb@wildlife.ca.gov, Stafford.Lehr@wildlife.ca.qov,
Kevin.Shaffer@wildlife.ca.gov
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| FRNOUE SNETnatens wilh respect Lo ansdromeous fish response. DFW has made repeated commants
Farmulatsan af _ Figure £5-5 and use of SALMCD  [abowt use of SALMOD, which do o1 apaear to hawve been addressed. DFW requests 80R to
Allernative Mans MR E5-19 M Ml proacteeely address our ¢ on SALMDD.
L0000 1on3 @ & paltry amount of spawning gravel. The docament shoeld mote that BOR s slready
chligated 1o inject Lpawning gravel inbo upper Sacramento Rvar, as per CUPLA 2806(0)(13), snd the
Eravel sugmantation target is never met. The additional 10,000 1ons of grawed will dia Sle te
\address he lomg-term need fof ipawming gravel; the amount should be independant af and addnman
rta the CWFIA gravel mjection reguirement. 08 showd consider doing an analysis of the change n
Formulation of Table E5-Z, spawning grawel flcw operations due 1o acditional water, how that may affect gravel rowbing pracesses and
Adiernative Plany A E5-20 A dugmentatian awailabily, and then develop 8 gravel quantity sccordingly Tor 2 longer poriod of tma,
Executrg The listed increasa in outmigrating Chinook salman should be quaiified by 3 date that 1he project
Smmary (273 TableE2-2 S CmmE expeis to see e sncrenses by,
Enctutee EStable 2 |Sde Chamnel Reaning Habitat That does not appear to be much habitat...please elaborate om how i will support all numbers of
—m..ﬂ._amu! ES E5-71 bne®  |Hestoration |miles]---D808  |fshfjvenies that will be outmigrasing
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Riparian, Flagdplan, and Sde |
Exerutneg ESfable 2 |Channel Habital Restorason (oores) |Almast 3 acres.. This is nof much, especially considening the acres of wibuteey nipandn habitst which
1l Vppagel |8 ¥ £ ES5-21 line19 |---2928 will bt et during the “shorgling Eshancement, 130 scres.”
Increased Firm Water Supplias 500
Exetulme ES Table-2 ||TAFfyear)d GEB BS.1 1038 66.8
u i 5 ¥ ES E5-21 Ungld (1038 PFlease sdentify how this compares 19 ihe increased S1arage amoun,
nepral comener; the amoant of neq benefit s all based vpon CALSIM runs wsing the 2004 DCAF B0
Fodrmulation of P4 would generate 563.3 million  [flow requisaments, 50 the rew ot besefd indo may be 1otally ditferent. Thes essensially makes tha
11 Bratcher Alternatree Plars 1LY E5-2% g in not benpdics, ntire Fe ¥ Study maccurate and should be comaletaly redone.
—mnﬁn:.r_n % of Totsl Constrsction Cost 12.4%
14 Varpage! Surtenany ES E5-27 E5 Tabled |18.6% 61.2% 7.9% 100.0% Please igentify if this is what wal be charged 1o fish/rdtural resawce funding.
There are sther crical speoial status species that could be aftected (eg Delta Smel). Docwment
Al dnshyias nesds to Tully evaluate the cfecs To thase spacies and/ar specal habieats, as well a5
icentify ways m which adverse efects could Be munmmzed as well In addmon, 1he benadit 1o cae
genplemeatation IpRCEs May resull it 3 negatkee eMect on anoLher speties (2.8, winter-run Chindok and Bank
15 _Bratcher W onsdgrayians NiA ES:29 Nin Spetial S134uE Specel {twallow). This alio neads 1o ba pualuated.
Please see our cover lercer for the Department's pasition on the hMeCloud River. In addaion, datails
Bbout what Westlands Water District andfor crher agnculiurad witeresis may obitam as a result of a
implementabion am raise peeds 10 be luly dadosed witban the FR and £15, especially il they are subpeet to CEQA
16 Brarcher  [Considerations s E5-3] Hfs  MeCioud e and CESA,
Water nphis Lo the Bxpanded This almost sounds like a claim wouwld be filed for the “extra® storage befare the project can be
Estulivi Farth Shasta Aesoreor, which arg operaled. However, the water 15 alresdy over allocated. This wates shawld be cansdered for use ag
17 Varpagel Sumerary ES E5-31 Paragriph |appropnated By the SWACH... reserve waler for insirean benefichal ues, mcuding a 1707 dedication.
Patential effecs on Central Walley
Exeiiiine Indiolas |hydrology below CWP and 5P Plage dentify if there will thers be impacts below ocher dams when mods Now it uied from Shasta
18 Narpagel Samerary ES 532 buller  [facilitsgs.., to meet instream lows downstream and in the Delta. Thase should be svsiualed.
IF recamenended for
implementation, Relsmsian
Exncutve last  |andor uture projen panners or  [These will be required based on new B0, Please identify how BOR 13 trarsfering thase studies and
19 i | Fmary E5 E5-13 paragragh Tni_.-nm._:._.m_..-_n.__nug:._._.: casts bo future partners.
|
RCE Amerdisd Watee Right =
polication « Evaf (possibly final) |0 appesrs that BOR would need to apaly for the addaional storage...COPW recommends
e anem emmal compliange zomsiderstion of wsing 1707, instream bensfalal use, ao irvigation, Thig may ereate & dituaiion
20 ES E5-34 Talsle E5-6 |documents wiskre the State Board would be lead far nmmn..
COFW has previcusly provided adostional Figh ard Game Code sections whech may apply. Please see
21 Ty ES.34 WA [Table E5-B garlier eamment letters andfor correspandence.
] ES37 & bullet 2 i JOR comment oo 3-§ 8 3-7 below
To date, ang caomprehensie plas
Exeruime ' HEPa) has boen anaiyred los
3 mmary 5 EX1 paragraph |financat leasbility... This will aecd 10 be re-evaluated with
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Anadromous Fish Survival. The
papulatean af Chingak satman in
the Sscramento River has
Chapter 1, _ drd |sigeilicantly detlined ever the last
24 “arpagel Irdr oductson 1-4 paragraph {0 pears [OFG 2000} Please stort the sentence with, *.. Since the building of the Shasta Dam, the popalation. "
i |
A5 wilh ciher Sacramento-San
Faguin Della (Deita] tributseies,
Chigher 1, _ Jrd (WELET LEM@Erature.. edpetiallyin | Please made ihig followsnpg change (o bald): “As with ot her Sacramenta-Sae loague Delta (Delta)
5 Vorpagel  [Introduction 14 paragraph ldry and crivically dry yearsl. Tributaries with dams, water temaerature ...
.o the need for addisonal flioog
Chapler 1, Ind Lo last |prodection slong the wpper This appears 10 be overstated. More information is needed an the current tancem regarding floods
EL] Vomagel | intraduction 14 paragraph |Sacramento River; 2nd thew afiect downstream., Piease ddentify how often Shasta Dam spills.
Reswick Aeservair also recenves
Chapter 1, Apd iriflows fram Whiskeytown
7 Viedpagel droduction 1-5 parapraph (Reserndar on Clear Creek. Acd language: "~ Which TECTEs Winer fram Tranity Reservair. ..
Lower reaches of thres primary
uribuatiaries Moning it Shasta Lake
| [Sacramenso, MoCloud, and Fi
(Chapter 1, 3rcd buller | rivars) snd alf smaller tributaries | The document mist fully a@ness iMpacts fram matals i the srmsiler tributanes. These seem to be
B Vorpagel | intradwction 1a lrgen bariam | Mawing inla the lake... \overlpaked throughout the documens,
(Chapaor 1, e badlier
2 | varpagel g gduticen 1-6 ram bottom| Trinty and Lowision raservoirs Please wientify potential ERanged b operation 10 the Trinety Rever, asa :..u_..._...-_lo.m 4 Shasta Dam fase,
Thee RBOD i direccly adjacent te
she Red Bluff Purmping Plang
Chaprer 1, st (RBPP), which -5 currenily unger
k] Sarpagel ltroducison 1-7 b |eanstrucisan Please update the ABOD et
Mast of the outflow fram Shasts
Chrapter 1, Jrdl Darn branesls south.to the Pacific | This may hawve been a correcl latement histoncally, Exportation fram the Delta or the imgation
El] Worpagel Ineradudtion 1-11 paragraph _|Oxcean through San Francised Bay. | uses should alga b manbioned and discussed.
The CWPIA also addreases the
operational flesibility of the
Chapter L, Jrd CWP. _and enpraved water The amount of transfers nesds (o be identified, relative 10 haw much comparable consenvation is
EE| Verpagel nwreduetion 1-12 paragraph _|coasenvaticn, gecurting.
Chapter 1, Constructian an the REDD began in
13 Vidpagel [lsiroducteon 1-14 15t bullet_|Aprd 2010, Pigase update the ABDD sectans.
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1o _Lhe

Ipa e Caramgntt Form-Tht Fedi ity 6

Anplyas and conthasiens presenled

PR

15 wn the D009 Califarnia ‘Water Man | The 200% Califarnia Wster Plan is curremly being updated [2003). Please wentify il there a9é niw
a4 paragraph |Update... lacations af Wi,
.ihe Dela SEewadshng Cowncd i
drveloping 3 Delta Plan. in
minuember 2031, the council
published. .. (o serve as 3 Basis for
future findings of consistency by
Eng Stole and local agencies with |Flease identify if this is the same docwmeant s the recent Bay Deita Plan, which was being svaluated
35 paragraph |ragacd 19 “covered actons.” in fall, 2002, 1f 50, please update this section 1o refiem mene rECENE changes ko 1he BOP.
The Program Flan also addressed
the Califarnia Pubisc Resouroes
‘Code"s praledion of the McClowd
Rivier... bt al2a prawdes far
Chapter 1, 15t wvostigaticns foe paremtial The CALFED docwment sentidfied a dam raise of & to 8 fees. Flease spe OLher Commpnis on (he
36 “owpapel Inarpeuctian 1-21 paragraph |enlargement of Shasa Dam. MrCkaiad Rnar i Thit spreadshest snd the comement lettsr.
Thi: CALFED Storage Fropram
Praloried Program Allernotive
inchsdes a progosed B.5-fool roise
of Shasta Dam which would expand
Chapter L, L] the resevvoe: by appromimately if the CALFED documant 5 being used 10 sderthy andsor quantily the level of impacts, it can only be
E1 Vompagel  lnroduetion 1 - paragrash | 356,000 acre-duar, wad o the 6.5 darm rase albernative.
Thie BOCP Rk pode thedugh Several défstiant since this vartian of the Feasibaing Repo was
prepared. Please review and update the BDCP secton as needed. Please alsa consider adding the
EL] Rratcher Federal/Staze ingroduction 1-24 P Bay-Della Conserwation Plan By Dedta Plan as another temy prosect that needs 10 be addressed and/or conadered,
haodificatons of Shasta Dam and
Beservoir could allow for increased
Chapder 1, st wystem Tewibility | increasas a
1 Vespagel  Hnbrodwction 1 1i6 parageaph |wated supply reliability. There arg np mentson of impacts of reduced Mows thraugh the Deita; pleas slaborate.
Tothe cast are the Foll River and
Pit Rever ACDS, and fo the west and
Chagter 1, st north are the Trinity County amd ' The Skasta Valley BCD is ot 8 part of the Sacramento River systerm. The Shasta River Maws o the
40 Varpagel Introduction 1 1-27 paragraph [Shasta Valley RCDs. | Kiamath,
Chapter 1, 1nd Other Programs and Prvate |
il Worpagel  |Introduction 1 127 paragraph | Organizations |l include tha Churn Seillwater Cresk Alliance,
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\ntthough some fluctuations ocur
fram year tg yoar, the overall trend
Mfa liar the past 10 years...

D dioes mot befeewe this o8 brug. While populations showed intresses in the mid 20000 1o a3 large
a3 15 Lo 17 thousand fish, the pepulations since then have aet febownded as hoped gnd remam less
than 5 thousand for the past seyears- Go 1o kg fwaw, fus. povistockion falpy 10 revew
Gramdtak and CheneakProd tables, which qurrently contains data through the 2000 spamening seoson,

Anhough some fluctuations ooour
{fram yaar to year, the overall trend
o ThiS ndreasing teersd in sebmon
‘populabons i likely duse primanily
Ard 10 MINIMLET FelEass [ CQuIrgmenis

addisionally, dewelapment of
addizional water sownces and
2nd increased Siorags... Lo mainiain
paragraph |adequate supplics 160 3 glicultiend
from bottom |3ad nviren Mental putpases,

For example, Shasa Lake i home

to the largest concentration of

nesting bald easgles in Calfarma,

ikl 1B paerd netlang walhin 0.5

s af the shoealing i amy guin
ar

S caher COMMEnts. THE winded-run popuaon |5 ne wm an neraasmg rens, There should poasibly
ba manlson of the Lvagston S1ene Hatchery ai the base of the dam.

The wnpatt of hilimg an of the system reservors with sediment s nat mantioned, and,'or how that
thbapind ihe ilorage Gy,

Thit impacts of inwndatag all hose fedng irees needs to be adequately amd completily assass.
LmpeCrs §e (rails Bae Clickagut sisould 350 be addredsed.,

Accordingly, there is a need 1o
review flood contral operations at

Thie Sacramanto Reder doansiraam
Trom Keswack Dam o5 concal
habitai...and the Dela s ane of the
kasgest coosystems for fesh and

las1 wildli e habita and proguctian in

jparagraph _[ihe Wnied States

Water and
clateg
Bloarces
WProblams, MNesds,
]
Al Brgicher KOpporLunities 2-310 24
a1 Vorpagel  (Chapier 2 1.4
o] Varpagel Chapaes 2 2-10
Ind
45 Viarpagel  fChapler 2 211
1sr
0 Vorpagel  IChapter 2 418 pae
a7 “Vorpagel fChapter X 114
2 Vorpagel  Khapter 215

Pianrung effarts, such & the BOCR,
are etended allow wmalement staan
ol prajects...in the Deha wa proceed

Commeent for your consad eratice: While floods may have regative impaits upan man-made
structures, flooding is a natural ccourrende im rvers and acTs T8 mainLan ecosysiem functions for &
diwevse number of species.

ent of crical habirat and w

2nd withis & stable regulatory
pagragh —EEi

Typa, méed 10 add 1he word “intended ta proted...”
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Thi nformation used 16 AsEESE
oL, and future resownces
Cangeiong for waler apesations
wirs ceveloped in 2006.., teicribed
an the 1004 OCAP BA (Reclamation
laza (BHMc) and the Cocodinaged
4% Worpagel 2-15 pargraph [Operabons Agrecmens... LERE COMIMENEs aboul use af these phdar documents,
This could be & mbjor impact wigh the raising af the dam. Shoreling progosses, mrudag wave aoion
The shoveling below full peol &nt changing reservoir lavels, slang with starmwater runoff will provide a constans mechanism by
elevaiion 5 generally stoep and witich §ail in the new Brea of inendation can be constantly eroded and sedimens transported inde
lsg devoid of wegetatson than might hE lake rosulting in slevated levels of suspended sediment and turbidity. These impacts seem 1o be
5 Vorpagel  Chapler 2 21 paragraph |oiherwise help stabiline solls. covwniplayed throughout the document.
Shasia and Keswack dams have &
FL] ‘“mifaﬂ influegnce on sediment  |See eafer comiment about the filing of the reservoer with these sediments. This should be
|51 Warpagel  Whapter 2 131 | paragraph [transper.. addressed.
|
m. -ﬁ.n..!d._.n?l._?n-!.n._n reach from
Keswatk Dam Lo RBOD =
Ina oA raraed By &rodsdn-rehsiant
paragraph, |lormanans gnd therefora s mere  |This portion of the raver is the magar location for salmon spaveren g Bnd therelore needs majos
51 Chopter 2 231 |last senzence|siable. 1 weel injectson to mitipate for the los of sediment trangpon.
I took 6-9 yedes Tar 1he lake ta fill. The act of reservosr filing may hawgimpacts an fish, such ag
General limiting cpnions lor aupmenting fiows for Fall-run Chinook, steelhead, and ke fall-run Chenook 1o
53 “arpagel iChagher 2 comiment auond radd dewarar e Nakulal, _
Eailier sechan discussed large meandering beln aleng the Sacrament Ricer, bt that i1 not realiy
accurate. Thes section = pro@ably che more accwate stavement, Perhags the meandening belt o
54 Worpagel  Chapier B 227 Table3.? |1845.2852 bestaric? Ple
Lévers sionated with the
Sacramenio River Focd Congrol
Znd Proyect begin milermittently Chirck measd curvent 303 d kst 2008-2010. H i also Ested for unknown tamaty and ferther down for
EE] Worpapel  [Chagipr 3 238 | parapraph |dewnstream from tee ASOD.. sticidig, Postigidis ote addressed in ned .
The Cenzral Yalley Regional Water
Cuahty Conarod Bogrd (FWOLOB)
determanied that th 3%5-mila-long
reach._s impaired because levels
i dissolved melais periodically |
ﬁﬁnﬂn leveh dentdied 1o progect
Zrd aquates organisms (CVREWOLE This sactson Aeeds toe be sgraficantly slaborated wpon. The impacts of raging the dam will anchide
56 “orpagel i3 parapraph |100%a). the inundation of other sbandoned mines.
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O thepsiz, Sisllty Hall 15 chee losess

A complete species st for all the impacied scens 15 needed, a3 well 33 & more recend search of ihe

2rel atandoned ming (o he odrrent Caldernia Natwasl Dredrfily Data Base, N may B¢ covered in appendixes, but it showld b mentioned
57 Vorpagel rd 2-3 paragragh _|shorehe... here also .
Thee list of species presented should indied e winch type of speoes natesd of uzing genenc terms hke
FR - Water quiail, Faboen, hasi (thase sre not really species names). Then the ietont sentence referd 1o ipeafic
Carlsgn; Resources and spenes likg Humten's vireo, warbling vireo, £1c. When Bt spenes, there should be some
fenndir, Carlicn @ |[Related tonsastency in haw they are listed. The list is not compieta enher - what about fishers, nnglail cat,
58 | wdghia gy (Condibons i-31 dhilg toyotad, ebe?
Elk are currensly prasent in she upper watershed and surrounding ared. The bwo Species in the
region = Roosevelt and Rocky Mowntain Elk. There are roasevelt elk wed of the lake in the Doaples
ity bred - they were transplanted there in 19949, Nonh and east of the ke there are Racky
Mountain s, and their populations are deing well alse. These elk do mab Treguent the mmmediate
SMosta Leke arpa, hawever.
2-31 M Elk
|Emiting IThe CakFED Program Plan (CALFED
P ordibins 20008} concluded that shhough
L2 Braicher  Futmany 134 His Euﬂmh__u! See Departmendal commants about analysis of efects on the MeCloud Bver in the comenenl lener.
DG s taken the Desilsnn [al i
st parlICIpate In prepanng the
Lsg E15 1o comply wibh Sectan
Bl Morpagel  Chapter 2 234 paragragh |5093 543 d]. S=i Departmental comments abaut analysis of effecs on the MaCiowd Resee @ the commant lettar,
Romps wioull hive to be rermoved and relocated. As per COPW requiremumis, you canngl leawe
asphalt where it can emier the waters of the State. There are alvo walling and hovse ey which
a1 Warpagel fChapier & 1-37 LIEFE maindsns... coald Be impacied
The IPAR mden line follows the 15
1 AEEnMmert and frodses Shasta
&3 Varpagel rim:u 235 | paragragh |Aeservoer anthe P Biver Bocipe. i g iy,
fdany araas scaered throughout
2nd Ghasta and Tehama counlies are
B4 Marpagel Chapser 3 1-38 paragraph [served by individusl sepuc systems. [Woald the rasing impact any Bas ines? Plesse elaborate,
Prosmunenl exampdes incluge the
3rd Saane of Cahlorres™s Delta Man and |Sites Reservoir [Nonth of Dalta OHsiream Storage] should also be dscussed/mentioned. Thag could
3] “orpagel  Lhagter 2 -9 paragragh |ihe BOCP be: a magar impact on wates vailabde 10 il the larger Shasta.
dEasting
Condilang Accordngly, populatians of |ldentify raticnale Behind Chis suatement, e, in the context of BOCP, ocean comditions, the dedwe
£ Doatcher Summary 241 WA Jansdromous fish are expectec.. ol the Bay Delta, or oiher eiemernts that has resulted in recent dednes in populstsans.
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Ratienale for e
af 2004 Blcsogical
Astecement for
Water Dperation This page also mentians thie 2004 OCAP B0. See COFW's comments abaut s use in the summary
BT Brakcher el 1-43 LT Lise of thie 3004 OCAP BO leter,
SLWRI-Specific
Flanming COFW has made repeated reqguests 10 J0dness compliance with CALFED ROD. Distussion regardwsg
68 Bragcher gt vt 34 NiA Relerencs 1o the 2000 CALFED ADD [compliance with the CALFED BOD, ASIF, and MESE still needs to oooer
SLWH - Sperfic
Flanning
5] Bratcher Objectives 35 BA Referente 1o the 2000 CALFED ROD |Seme comment as fow 12,
“Telodeling soudies will bie upilated _inoofporated invo lunaee SUWR] decuments™ The madebng used far this
document is oudabed and needs 1o be updaed. Ssetisng of 1he decume 25 8 whelo) use updated
inforrma bor, wihile othey sec0a0ns wch 35 modsing use cetdared aiteenpliond. The 2004 Bi0p is cwidated.
Aoberts: The 2002 and 1009 BiOpa shoukd be the bassine lee s documsnt. Additanally, many modeling wenaros
lason Robens@wi wnd evaluabons have been developed tveugh BOCP, which would mail bialy provide seme useful mdanmatian
70 Idide.co.gov  [Plan Farmulatipn 36637 | unknown |see commenc rﬂ;;u_...._Ea R
WHErnatived Ehe require fufure
angd oAgoing Achon Speal far
GULCREE have a higher unsartairdy
I Vompaggl  jChapior 3 B 3sd bullet _|than gther plans. Please wennily hovs loag wil 4 Lake 16 fill 13e new reservor space.
Alehpugh existing TOD &t Shasta
effectaely ments abjectives, The tempersture objectives ane not abways met There i work which cowld be gome 10 1he TCD
potentul may exist 12 furthar R Wi imarowe o, bul thatis tasks 80 nod necessaridy tied o the raising of the Dam (a5 implisg
2 Varpagel Chaprer ¥ 310 Table 3.1 Bih|medify this dovice.. here)
Managernent while some of (hese management measures have been deleted from further corsideration, they
FE] Braicher L HT 5] 311 Tahle 3-1 rnay proee useful whien congEenng milEasan feguirements, naeds.
Ay ditrusiion of restoning fish above Shasta Dam should be updated 1o reflect the current ststus of
thal option, within the contest of 1he 2009 DCAP BO, the Dralt NBFS Recowery Plan, and BOR-
Tabde 3:1: Deleted: Consina a penersted analyies of that issue. To the exgent (hat design has been complered, insLsllation of
hansgemant migradian corridor froem Lhe structures 1o manage juweniles associaced welh the above ren dam relocation project needs to be
i Bratcher hbwaio gy .31 Sacramento River to the Pit Risey  |[mentioned and addressed within Ehe SUWRI D5
Extromely high eost for @ very small
Tabie 3.1 |potest Benselit and severe
L] Werpagel  |Chagier 3 312 Sthbox |ervanments mpacts. idensify how much sod i behind Shasta Dam.
PFlease idertify haw this and rezervair rooparazions will imgact fish Below the dem ond the need for
i) Varpage! Chagter 3 3-18 Tebie 14 [Reoperate resorvoar for recreation |natursl Nood processes, including filling the reservoir,
r Ird 14] coardinasod gperation and
L Vedpagel ‘Chapter 3 315 paragragh [precapitaton #nhancement, Please sdentdy how arecpication enhancement snd reaperations will address surface water qualiny.
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e ncluced (L) wpdatng Shasts
and Rasaniger floaod
anspement cperations... the
BCOMN MERsre . Wik
Lubdeguenlly eliminated ham

Whgnaver waser is withdrawn, m&laks o the reservor pool mus! be considered. They ang at vanouws
I=vels at wanous times af the year. Phel Woadward at the Regianal Board in Redding has sudied this

7 “larpagel Chapter 3 3.20 Humher consideration; entenively,
State Lands has some major issues with resforalion projects... cesouss this with Andrew hensen for
Side channels and other festures | more csrnent update of problems awsed by Inging 1o war k with the 33ate Lands Commission, which
could b Created 19 oriour age awnd 188 lbnds under frvets. This is & major glitch or abttacle in thes measune which may need 1o be
L] Vinrpagel Chapter 3 3.21 pi  and rearsip FEsplvnd 3 igH Bl MaABEEMEnt level.
This measwre wousd not be
expected 10 confict with other
known praframs or prajects an the |Discess with State Lands Commission. They seem to have senous conficts wath thesg ypes of
-] Vorpagel FChapser 3 322 151 upper Sacramento River, prnjects
Suitable spawnmng pravel has been
identified a5 a porential liminng
cror i shy rocovary of Thee destwment should menticn exitang amownts of gravel slready reguired, timing of ingecions,
Znd __!un romows freh papulatioes on - (currend success and what viould be the addnonal ameunt of gravel required because of this praject.
a1 orpagel 27 paragraph [the Sacrsmento Rreer. Also discus the costs dsocated with pravel sugmemastion,
Srattural traaiments may be
requaned below Keswaek Daen i
Ind prevent the grasgl from bying
&2 Varpagel 3-#2 paragreph |[washed downstream. [See Ctate Lands concemn abowe.
Hydraulic and geamorphic
eviHlusliong are nesdied 19
determine the most aifective
ravel sipe distribation @&nd ke [Ta soms oxctent these studies havg aingady been dong for the gosang gravel progects and,far in oaher
2nd 51 ARPIEriate lncatioes for Istudies, bat 18 was aither 3 whalp 2p0 or was mcomplete, W atready know what siee mast
a3 Vargagel 377 paragraph awvel placoment, i 1 h I i |
The a0d mine drainage fram oan downtan Mine should ngt be used as a rationale for ts project,
Fanhor, [he mesduie could help That 1i4ug has been remedied. BMare metals are coming from the other abandaned mines around
prgwnde sddshanal tondral and (Shasta Lake and the ramng of the dam will geacevbate those discharges. The so called “dilution”
chdu o of aod mine drasage from fwater from Shagta Lake 15 at imgs mong contamnatg d thgn the gunngns dischanges fram bnon S
el Varpagel 3-23 paragiaph Cresk [Mine ar Spring Creek Reservor. Raising 1he dam would oreate addaional sources of metals.
The goal of the operation changes
Brd ould be ta menimize requonsd
a5 -nl__.mﬂm .74 paragra evatuation of the reséraarr. . Caution, miay mmpat figh in AGWNSLTEam Tl
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Tha 2009 Califarnia Water Flan |
‘Update idantifiad 8 hail &f urban
ath band apriculiural water use While ihese meaiures were dentsfied, 1hey were generally described and did not go mto crough
BG Morpagel 3 i-14 paragraph |efficency o5 (DWWR J009).  |detail a5 1o haw much water would Be saved 30d/or specficaly where it would be mplemented.
The lower reaches af intermattent
and perermial streams tribualary o
Shasta Lake ihat suppon aquatic
organisms natee to the upper
last Sacrameenio River would be Thiere is ro menticn of the major ributanes with acid mne drainage. This issue is ol properly
&7 "orpagel 3 §3-25 s apraph |tarpeted.. addressed |n this dooument,
& limiated amownt of land
Lstfwl  [comouring snd wmported Dill Contact Andrew Jensen {COFW Recding) about State Lands Comimasian issues wih rehabilitaton
1] Vorpagel 3 12§ paragraph |manerial woud be feqesed,.. Erajeel
|Patential methods (o improve
Nepd management would moluds
imaroved long-range weather
dth forecasting...amd modifEag vaage
1] argagad E | Earl] paragraph |peak flows a1 Bend Bridpe. Banging razes to reduce sorandsng of fish should also be corfirmed and/or developed.
O occasian, bowewsr, outflows
during Nload aperations ase made
st throwgh tne llood conrol gutliens
0 \arpage| 3 3-26 paragraph |and cver the spillway. Plesse idenisfy how ofven 3 spill has ooz red in b Ly SO years,
Shasta Dam has the shility 1o The document must disclose what impaces the use of Shasta water wowld cause 1o othes riuers
provade indreased relesdes and wihich sre used 1o meet Defta Water Quality objoctives. An pxample: If wia @ne meening Delta 1w
ard high flow releases to reestablish  |recuitements with Sacramemta fiver water, what happe ns ta the flows below Falsam Dam or
ai I 3| 33 paragraph | Delta water guality. Dwavale Dam?
Imgroved Oelta water guahty
condstions could provide
benefiti. by patentially incroasing.
Dzl autflers during drought Lowvered water guality may sdist dud (o inundation of abandoned miaes and additsanal tuf Bdity
Ind years, and reduting salinty dunng  (caused by waves eroding sew higher water ke, which wawld not have vegetation 1o protect it from
|92 Mapagel 3 3-8 paragraph |eritsal periods, erosion dug 1o the Nectuarion of water levels. This enlese Sulject is not addressed in the document,
mefinemern af
Anadromous Figh
Sursival Focus Tabée 3-7; reference to 37R,000  |Doownent should d eardy reflect that this is an additional amount of water ABOVE what is already
93 Eratcher  |Amecnative 337 adcilianad acre feet of water mantainesd v previde cobd water far snadromous fish in the Sacramento River beloss Keswick Dam.
Al coemprehensive plans alia
provide far meodennizagion of Asphall boat ramps should be remaved and replaced wsing concrete. Impacts to trails around the
94 Warpagel 3 3-38 last sentence|recreation facilities. abe, Such a3 Clickapudi, shiould also be evaluaded,
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Vorpagel

3-40

A-84

15t senipn

a7

a8

Narpagel

3-50

Tabig 3-11

A aleer nadwees could contribute to
nproved Delta wate' quality

The follewsy = & descnption of the
No-Action lternslee, repredenting

Alll CPs replace resenoe area sepl
Lyslemd with centraliced
waslEw ALBT [TEAlmEn] plants

conditicns and Delia Bmergency Please defing Della emergendy resporse? Thes statement cocs not acoount for indrease of metals
N lrpm: floodi Id mines nor the ncrease i turbad (Y from wewe action an exposed ressnoir Sides.

3-58

141
parapranh

arpagel

357

Tabde 5-14

3-57

Table 3-14

This actsan would corknbute to
réplacement of supphes redhiecisd
ti ather purpddes ot Be CUMA..  |Please debne annuial veld.

impasct Wil-4: Long-Term Sediment
—m.m_!..nv That Would Cause

|Effects ... Bbitrgation Messurs Wi-

Specific Remediation Plan... 203 it

The starm water pallution plan would nat be able to addrogs the entirg nes "ring” around the
winletions of Water Juality beservon wihich would erpde far years and years, There is thersfore the potental for wiolating base
Standrds... mlan standisds lor wurbediny ang suspended sediments,

Iimpact WO-S: Long-Term Metals  [The irpaces fram those mines appear to be downplayed, The mine cwners heve tned for years to
clean up these sounces of contamination. Fake ture thie costs of it are represented in thit
6: Prepare and mplement a Site-  |documents. Theve s also no meation of the fact that Shasta Lake i3 hsted for mertweny on the SWRCB

i

—_—

i

Vg

366

nd
aragragh

[Thae primary difference in the
resereor area would Be thar during
extended drought | =

PMlease elaboraie an why this s the prim

Mocgagel

2nd

Figure 3-5 shows the chamges from
wisting and future conditions for a
am raise of 6.5 fget far a

epresentaiive penod of 1972

hir .

difference.
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Thit SRTTG does ros conduc monitonag, Whan kst discussed a1 any bevel of decail (v 2008), 1he
procass under which ghis water was o by managad had notbeen Carifed in 3 group serring, For
mode @nfarmatian on the role of the SETTE, refer to 1he 2005 MMFS OCAP BD. The dedicated pool
may be uséd beyond &3 role a3 2 cold waler source (e.g fall faws for fali-run Spewning, cottonwood
redruitmend). Ploase look at the draf of the CAR last weaked on by boseph Tersy (USFWE] and other

pdagtive Reclamation would manage the documinls 10 Swppart the arigaal stent and plang fod manig nt. Duwnng PCT g8 in The
plaragerment of cold-water pood gach yoar in lasa twos years, COFW ks repeatedly requested thag this be discussed, bu this has nol been acted
103 Fm-nE 334 cooperation with fhe SATTG. wpon by BOA,
Gravel augmeentation would ooour |
Ampment &L ane 16 three locabons every This is vague and incongistent with othor mentians of this topic Imthe FR. The FR stated carher (hat
fSpraning Gravel year. On average, 5,000 to 10,000 | hydraufic and geomerphic investigations need to ocour to determing the best approach to grasel
e 1ans af gravel wosuld be placed dugmentation. In addition, BOR needs to commat 10 a0 amount sach yedr and danfy the conditions
104 Bratcher ﬂnﬂtﬂ.:ﬁm:ﬁ 1-84 BACH PRAT... wnder swihich the m)ECTan may nel o,
“ThiE gitermalive Moy G0 include dewinament.. iMQOcrs [ woté Supply reliobiity™ The second
sentence o the "Adaptive Masapement of Cobd-Water Poal secnuon does nol Botwlalely refl act the
goal of CPA. The 378k acre fees of water &5 speciically for asadromous fish sureal and very well
<ould have conflicis wath water supply rellabity for that spoodic quanting of ingreased siorage.
105 Roberts Plan Farmulation R4 unknpwn  |tes commans Supgested Edit: Rernowe discutsion of ‘oo conflicis with water supghy reéabiliy’.
Reclamation would manage the
cold-water pool each year based
o recommendarens bam SRTTG...
| mcr e the: computer mosdel SALMDD was
Anadramgus Fish upgraded to evalugte changes in  See carker cormments abowt wse of the SRTTG #nd how the dedecated pool amount shauld be
b1 Brat Survival 3-B6 Chinoak salmon pogulation Eoaactly Ierpreled,
Modeling with SALMOD snowed
Ineidpie witdeEies o prSduchan &f Chinaok
Ard genous Fish dalman populatons, especally Flease see other comments COFW has made on 1his and oiher SLWRI doruments with regands 1o
107 Eratiher Survial 3-86 wiriter-run and spring-ren Chingok fspringrun Chinook an the maingtem Sacramenio Rrer,
ranel augmertaon would cotewr
o guerage &1 ane ar more
IsEreise InLations. .and, on dverage, 5,000
Anadiamipul Fish b 10,008 tows of pravel would be
e Bratcher Survial &7 piaced each year... [ee purlior comments about pravel a tatice needs and requiraments.
“The majonily of increased finm yeld,. would be for sourh-af-Deite egriculiurol and ME! defiveries ”
Thie sentence needs 1o be reworded be intlwde CWPIA Refuge Water Supaly (Section 3806{d).
Suggested Edit: ' would be for south-of-Delta agncuieral, MEI and CWPIA refuge water supply
129 Foberts Pian Farmulation 387 unknawn |5e8 coamment | Celveries.'
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Anadromous fish benefis were COFW has made numerous comments regarding the use of SALMOD. In addition ta the summary
Anadromous Fish computed thaugh multiplying the  letter astocisted with this ieveew, please nele earlier comments in the 2008 lerter abaut quantifing
(1] B, i Swrvival 4-3 per habitat wnit benefit estimate . [hanefit and the challenges placed 1herein When using SALMOD,
The underlying premise for the
dth valualion approach & that ‘Conuder placing 2 waloe on ihe commencal fish, and the financial benefit of recreatson days for
111 Wornagel 4-2 | paragraph linereasing salmon papulsions..  |fishing
Lang-term benefcial sffecis o
resdnaait waler Qualily due to Wi disagres; the water guality = Shasts Lake will be significistly degroded due 10 suspentied
replacement of reserven anea |sedeTeents droen the “new” rang of exposed soils and wave 3CTion, Additicnally the nundatsn of
SERE SyFIems with centralined abandonid menes wilhin Shasta Lake will ireate addaional metals probloms. Thi SE@ELIC (anks being
Table 4.8 |wastewater treatment plants. weploced by treatment facilities will be a very large eapense, for & minamal Benelit, Shasta Lake is
N Maorpage!  |Water Quahity 412 W0 |Short-term aduerse offects.., aitso listed on the 303d kst fer marcury, This projoct sill not changa that fa,
Enwirgnmental
113 _Bratcher Dbty 4-15 Table 4.8 bAcCloud Raver See earlier cammens 300 summany laeer ragarding COFW inpit on e 1o the MeClowd Raver.
(Prenmingry
Propased Plan
and
___.___“...__._._.u__._nmw.n:. water System Operations Anabysis needs to be updatisd with current modeling, constrants, and
114 Rabers | Aeguirements %19 WNARQWS  [sep comment Bilps (12 JOK commient on 3-6 B3-7 above |
Prebminary
Prapased Plan
and
implementatian
115 Acdiars Requerements 5-20 wnknawn |see comment Parapraph 4 dascnbes haw the document wil be
| Praliminary
| Proposed Flan
and Analyss of 2008 USFWS and 1009 BO APA section of Chapter 5 needs 10 be updated. Judge Wanger
Implemieniation isgumed his rulings on thise Bilps, Update the test to reflect his refing. Furthermore, both BiOps
116 Rpbarts: Rsguirements S-20 & u..up_. wnknawn |88 comment wire rof fully remanded, thie et is ot acoeate and miskeating.
Ciff-Gite
Mitigation For Details abowut oM-site oppanunities
Impacts an o milgale smpacs on biologeal | Details abowt the cos ol mitgation and the potentsl efects of & propect wowld ssem essentisl 10 be
Digdogscal TESGUICES in TR primary study snod [snckuded in g FeasibEity Repon, It imposilble 1o 0508t this document and The praject’s feassbility
nu7 Carlian Redources 516 Cadion  |ade nat ye1 availabile, hithaut comgplete imfarmation,
Prelminary
Propascd Plan
and
Amplemgntataan The last paragraph of page 527 needs to be updated, The 2004 BiCa is outdated. The 2008 and
118 Apbeis Requirgmenits 527 unkncwn |see commend 30045 Bidps should be the basgline for 1his documena.
|Praleninary (oS allgwandss have
ir-site been prepared based on these
Flitigation mitlal investigations, A5 the SLWREIL |See commant abowe. Thase osts should have been nchuded within his doaosment 10 allow agendies
| 119 Carlson Drvelopment 5.8 Carlisn | prog ___lreviow of thewr walidiry. _
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Fish ang Game Code Sction 1602

124 Varpage 5 §.32 Table 55 |application COFW godle 1602 dhowld b imvchuded o6 thid list.
121 Vorpagel 5 §.32 Tabbe 55 |State Lands cast 5i% Ploase coanlien thie o5
Fish and Game code 5650 nesds 1o be added 1o 1his lise, and the code section 1506 [protecting the:
123 Voupagel 5 5-34 Table 5-6 |Laws, Policies, and Plar spawning pravel below Keswick) .
First 5ot ladwanced Planning and Dgsign The project aeeds 1o inglude 3 desnup plam Tor (he abandaned mines which will be inundated, 25

124 Vorpagel 5 5-54 bullets  [activities wll 35 @ stormusalar pravantian plan,

Table 5-7. Potential Fedgral and

Mon-Federsl Responsiboliies for
125 “arpagel 5 535 Tahle 5-7. |Vasious Project Component O&M  |Abandoned ming rer must be addressed mone ulky,
136 Rarbeerts Glohal Glonal _Global Ghabal  |see comment —EWS.&..EEGEH deliverios CUPIA refuge water supply, Section 3406(d) must be indhaded,
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Ineraaged starage and the
COr TR POl mg iIrEase if
surface area results in &
Dvait Fishenes [preater total lsomass ang a
ard Aguatic grealer sbundance of
Ecosystemrs plankion and fish, becsuse
Techrecal 2nd |#wailalale habitat area Broad statemant tha 15 vasubitantisted, and doss nat lake nto acoownt the loss of biomass that currently ensts withsn the
Jensen [ 1-3  |Paragraph |incressad Foatprint of the incroased storage area.
Rifle habtat wath pravel
subdirates and desp pool
Draft Fishenes hatnLatd are abundant in
land Agquatic Compansan sk
Lcoppsiems [downsaream reaches,
Tachratl 2 although the habiats arg
Jansgn L-aid E-3 P, stll auffickent 1o riing Corument agon/souces.
TRIE FdaEh Dronaes Mmuch af
the FEMAINAE Spaaning and
Draly Fihares raarng habiat of several
|ang Aquans lignad anadremous
Ecosysiems sabmonids, avan Though the
(Technical amceant of gravel available i |Paragreph info seems contradiciony: & first says it containg gravel needed far spaviming, but then says the smount of gravel &
Brapcher  Repon 1= Linsuficigne, sriulBioant.
__ii.._- witlths, and sguatic
(habeats consast of shallow
rdiles, deep mins, deep
Draft Fisheries poals at the berds, ghdes m
(i Agustic ke straight reschas, and
ECasysiems shallow vepetated M ke Roed BluM Lo Coluse reach, there are some vees and /or ripragped arsas that have sifecied rver meander, Sep ihe
[Technical 2nd floodplain areas that barrk swallow Study infermation, the THC Sacramenta River study, NODOS studies, and the Army Corps of Engineers Phase Il
1:-5 | Paragim e inundated duri nilg Risy Project Tor more infermation.
Lap Sacramento-San loaguen Towhatever asteat iemay be needed, (ki section and ather sechons discussng the lower Saeamento River shauld be
1-B _|Paagraoh |Delta updated to refiect existong condilians within the BOCP documents.
Increased sarage and the
corresponding morense in
surlace arca rosulls in &
greates natal liemass amd 8 |Thet has sready been commentad on abewe, This s not necstsanly true. Addrsonal modeling of the cold water pool and
st e abuadanoe of pojsibie changes in stratficanion, as 3 result of different darm raies and wiler outflow management, shoudd be conducted to-
115 |Parapraph |plankton and figh.. firuly 2usess ol changes ta habna ged Pafdstian respanse withinthe reservoir,
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Miost of the lower gradient,
Draf Fshenes potentially fish-bearng
and Aguatic reschas of thkbutary sireams
Ecosystems 10 Shatla Lake ara near their
Techaical Znd conflugnce with the lincreased storage heght will licety result in the lass af the currently available lower gradient habaas, fish bearing reaches
T enseh Arparn 1-19  |Paragreph [reservomr_ within 1he tribunany stieams, - L
Dt Fisheres
amd Aquatic
ECosySiEmS
Technicad First
B__| Baurnpartner (Report 1-20  |pavagraph [Mecoeiling
Draft Fisheries
and Agualic
Ecasystems
|Technical 2nd
g Eratcher  Remor 1-33  [Parapraph |Redd Bluf Divorsian Gam | The coeration of the AEDD needs 1o be updsted whavever this is mentsanad. |t & permanently in 3 gates up g
Ir rscent years, changes to
RADD Za2 aperasans have
Dwrgehy Fishayesg hanen mace 10 pravide
antl AQuatic improvid access for
Hewiedd i upstream and downsirgam
Technical 1nd Migrating water-run De-watenng of redoh dwe to rapsd flow release decreases fram Shasta Daen in the fall slse has & detrimental impact on winker-
.E Jeazen Mepoat 133 |Paragranh |Chmpak salmon. rur Chonoak, a5 well 34 the other rums of Chingok,
Oraft Fisheries
and Aguatic
‘Ecasysiems The NRAFS Bislagicsl opiman
| Technical ird (B Tor wanter-run Chinoas _?
11 Bracher  |Report 1-33  Jparagraph |salman (NBAFS 19934, prated upon to identify the requareme nis of the 2009 NMES DCAP 80,
The Depariment previously commented on the issue of Spring-run Chirsoca salmon in our 2008 comment letter, stating that
Oraft Fisheries Region 1 has determined that due oo the guestion of Benetst integhity of sphng-runin the upper Sacramento Biver, il |5 nat
and Agueta worth nclhuding them in 1he analysis for this project. The extent of spring-run Chingak 1alman spawning in the mainstem of
ECarsysiems Lhe upper Sac River remains unclear. As prevaously stated, due 1o geographic everlap of ESUPs and resultans bybridization
| Technical 2l since the construction of Shasta Dam, Chencak salmon that spawn in the maingtem duieng Seplember sre mare kkshy to be
12 Jersens  |Report 1-14  IParagraph |Spring=Aun Chenook Salmon | early fall-run Chinpak rather than spring-run Chinook salman.
D aft Fisheres As described inthe
anitl Aguatic Emnsnranmental impact
Ecodystems ement [EIS) Chapter 11, The Departmeend has provously provided commsents in several letters on the wse of SALBA0D in the EI5, sutlining the cancerns
Tethracal 15t hig SALMOD was wied o |the Depariment has regarding the use of SALMOD and the cornect represendation of data. This concern remams valid and
L] Jenserns |Repen 1.1 |Paragraph support technical andlyiis.  |meeds to be sddesied.
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luwemle winter-runm Chinook
salmpe rear an the |
Sacramemd fever roem duly |
through Manch {Halfock and
Fishar 1985 All vontes-run
(Changak salmpn firg pass thie | Likely mot "ALL” winted-rum [WR) Chencak dry anefon emegfaling pre-smolts and smofs &he past the RBOD by O and Madch,
DOraf Frneries ABDD by Dorabar: al rRspRClsaely. THe Mitsenum sbe of WR i garly New 1m 1he gh 30's mm) S pratatily s2H1 ey sceee, thus e SLALEmEnt that all
and Aguatic mmagrating pro-pmols and [ty are past RADD by Oct 15100 snclusive, Degarumient stadl have observed that they cantinue (o emigrate out and ghovw and
Erosysrems. smalts pass thae RADD by regar all winyer in ihe mamstent. Thie UEFWS has chants describing WR and other run emigration from RBDD over the past
Technical Eh bdarch [Marian eb al,, as decade or s, whech illustrates that MOST WR are out by end of March bt there are always a few (06 c0mend outl so the "aLLY
il Jensen  |Report 1 1-32  |Paragraph |erid m NBAFS 2005). term wsed is nof acturate.
Orakt Fisheries
and Aguats Troer patential for bybreidzatsan with fall-run Chisook needs to also be manhaned vwithie thus secton Hoe sanng-run that may
Ecasystems ke present on the Sacramenta River itself). On the rver, theve s no natural barner 1o separate thase teg runs, The
|Technical Bth dacument should possibly also mention the presence of spring.run Chinook on Clesr Creel, which is a significant 1eilbucany in
1% Brarcher |Repon 1 1-33__ |Faragrasn [arnng-fun Chnpok Saémen _|the upper Sacraments River syitem and a CVP shieam.
| |adirect evidence indicatey
|Draty Fishenes thal green Furgoen spawn
—u?.._ Hguatic raainky i g Sacramgnic
Eeedyaems | Firwer: spawning has been
Techanical | reparted = the masnstern &y [ Thade 1 A o0 af misde jacent data aboul presn siugeon, EEEs have been found narth of REDD, for exanple, Thes secuoe
16 Brarcher  Repant 1 337 | [ noath as Red Blulf. fi o i rreng htprature an green sunpeon ki
|
| D Fisheries
and Aguatic
Ecosysems
Techmical New Zewtund Mud Snail and [Evscussaon of the mud snail amd quagga mussel nesds 1o be wpdsted 1o refedt current dataandyor reports on their presende
17 Bratcher  [Repon 1 1-5% Ouaggn hMussel anl level of threat, includmg within the resenan foot port
_ |The Department has provided rumerous comments that have ot bean suffinently addressed, speciflcally from a fisheries
perspective including byt net imited 10 the peed for clarification on Altereative CPY, use 0f SALMOD and ongoing conterms
fthe Department has with the use of SALMOD, the discussion and scusion af SpEME-man in Thee froject documents, and
011 OFG General pmpacts 1o the fishery habaat below Shasta Dam. Ustd these sommants are adequately addressad, they will semaen wsld and
18 J2nsen  [Commem Lerrer | Comment ahe Department will look forward 1o an adequale respanse.
Drafi Fishenies Mg descibied in the SALMCID i5 ot desipned va be uied vo address a vancty af fisheries-related msues andfor rmpacts, such a4 sehether or nat
and Aguatic Enwronmenial imgan chamges v operaugs, wilh a dam rose, would offect the spread of quagga mussels, o the wredeol in managing for ang
Ecasystems Araternont [§I5)Chaprar 11, [Chindod nun ouer anathar. 11 3lpe mentioss the potential et of redd dewatenng but does nat quantify of anahyee s effect.
|Technical _“:n SALMOD was isoclio (In addstaon, the attachmants are basad upoa an alder NMFS DCAP BO and therefore do notreflect 1he impact on anatramous
pL] Braicher |Repon F] i1 upgon wechaical analysis.  |fishenes as per the 3009 NMFS OCAP BO Now fequtements.
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Thi Department submstted substantial comments an the project, many of which have yor (o be addressed, Specifically, the
Department provsded commenis on the fact thai i appears CP4 really only bunefis anadromeous fish durng dey and critically
dry years, which represents only 5-10 percent of the 132 22003 period of simulation, Curing, all cther waner-type years there
iz ERtle change, 10 & negative change in produttion far .ﬂ::bur From emplementation of CPY, Clanficatson showld be presented
an the

od tame TP will truly benedit th of Chanpok salmon, preen the abowe information.

L P2 5 bping paiched as the agsnatve that focuses on increasng snadromous fsh survval by raising Shasta Dam. To be clear,
e Department does nat agres that Shasia Dam mast De rised 1o increase anadromeusd fish sarvlval. Chenges in current

o il and further WEMS o Spawning and resnng habn 8 could also achieve increased fish sarvial. For

sample changing flow releases in the fallflate fall to ebminse the dewatenng of salmond redes would incrense anadromaus

1sh Swreval dromahically. Aegarding CP4, this alternatve 15 presented as speofically targeled st intreasing anadromous fish
durvival, however on page 3.84 i the £th pasagraph a staemens ic madg that Cautes 1hs Dparmmant 10 Guesticn Tha ifee
iniennien of Lhe alannaiee. Soecihcally, the s1as treacs “The adaplwe management plan may irclude cperational
changes 1o the Ueang and magmtude of releases from Shasta Dam to benefit anadromows fish, ax loeg as there are no
canflicis with cusrenl operalon fudefmes of sdverse MEBCIS 1o water supply rdiability.” i in-factthe 378k acre fest of
water is spaoficalty for anadromous fsh survivel, Bnd s ule &8 fuch may

HHIE OFG
Comment Luster
W FA-
| Descriptices af
[Ha-actian
|Alternatee and
|Compre |See 2008 DFG Comment
| 20 Jenien  |hensive Plans 387 [|Fipure 3-13|Lener snd FR Figure 3-13
_
|
| |
CPd: The sdaptvee
manBgement plin may
irstlisde aperananal changes
[ b e Lsfang and msgmiude
| ol releases drem Shasta Dam
|FR- b biene (it anadromaus lish,
| Deseriptions of ag long asthiera are mo
_E.&nn_: canflicys wath currim
Alternatise @nd operotional puidelnes or
Comprehens e dth adverse npacts to water
L densen  Pand 383 |paragraph |sugply relabulay.
Carry paar of comamant
oo (ling 2B webwbd rat
£ it gng gel

wery werll v condiors vk Current operational gosdehnes aadfor have adeerse impacis on water supply rofiabiliy, for thag
paafes guanting of increazed Warage. Therefors, the adaptive managemend plan i CP4 should include anly the operatsanal

m_z.._-m 10 the bemng ard mbgnitude of refeases from Shasta Dam to benefi anadromous fish, wregandiess of the patental
g ETE Of s EACS 1o SPEIAEONS Dnd witer su

rEspacively.
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Rewgwgs ame: |Isnnder Cartion, Patrcia Bratcher, and fichaed Ls

Resnewer Email: lennifor. Car Patricia Brascher @wadlife.ca.gov ; Ruchand, Lis Erenldbfe.ca. gov

"~ Widlie Rescnirces Technical Aeport Comments

1 Bratcher

Comsideratmins for Desonbing
ifected Dnwronment and
Enveranemedtal O QuUERDES

TEAT

COMMENT

ArEas Sulsject ko physical

rosult of the proposed
project fie., aneas
propased a8 relocavion

Isites.

dsturbance & anowndirect  |Based upon infosmation at the SLWRI PCT meetngs, the relocatsan aneas hase nog been

compleledy wenbified for b vanety of redsons, so the map prewsded in Figure 1-1 neods to
be wpdated. Sebsequently, the effect on fish, wildEle, amd botsnical species and habitats

sl ly insccurate.

F T:_u...__.ﬂ.

The Califorréa Matural
Diversisy Database

'“,_:_ need to be updatedtomaleted. Any ffects mentioned in U gt are alse

Indp froem bath the CNDDE ond the USFWS ES Database [£54 Species List) noeds to bo
[requestad, as the speties presence list is aver § yesrs old.

3 Bratcher

|Tabie 13

Tanle 4T af the M5CS identifies wernal pools as 3 kabitar type webun the Matural Seasanal
‘Wetlamnd Habitat Type. Viemnal pools ocour within the primary stisdy area (i and near
arstl sould be mthuded within this table,

a 1. Carlson

‘Wildide Reiources Techracal
Report

Tabla 1-1

This tabie i lond od theawn inta Thi repo and There & very lirtle descriptaon abaus what
urpass it serves or how it wall be used or aterpreted, Clandfication nesded,

5 W Carlsge

[ J. Carlson

gt

whldhfe Rescurces Technagal

1-11 10 1-21

Fipue 1-2a to 1-3F

Thess fapd are very hard 1o read due to the scale. Parhaps breaking up the maps into
o< @ SeCtsane gnd pacming v wowld be better. Shoulcn't there be more “aftemad” habirat
in 1he 10ne 1RAT what s shown?

Waldlife Resources Techmical
|Ropen

Tabde 1-2 gnd 1-3

|These tables show summany of wildife habiiat o the impoundment area as well @ (he
relocalion areas. Does this also roflect the acres of habitat than would be inundated? I so,
spoeching that wosild be hedphul becowse it i notl evsdent to me. It would B usehal fo
include a total acraags vakse by haturar vype, Tree potals of atres by lake arms s all that
ussful from a wildlide perspeciiva.

? W. Carlgan

'Wildkfe Aesources Techmical
Bepon

D woodlands

The halunal S2CL0n i wery parse for 1he habitat type. Incuding a btle more datail would
be preferable including specses pooupyng This habitat.

i 1. Carlign

wilgkfe Resources Techmgal
Report

Table 14

EHJEE

The potential for coourrente states that i known 1o ooour @ the upper MoCloud a0 bur
4025 _._o_.mmm_?_ il 1his is in 1Be primbry study Brea o nat Please clarify.

whidhfe Technical Report

1-41

Shasta sal

Take 3nd hoss of Shasta splamender (55) 5 disciessed and known from 35 sies sunayad 10
daie, The survey methods were ot distussesd in decall sng the infarmation sbout the
size of the populstians 2t the site is not given pressnted, thus it 5 not possible 1o calculate
the aftual take and losd of the 55, This species may be quite limeted in lis abilty o migrae
and thus thi gErelic daeriily of the speoes throughout 1he Study area should be
nvasliganed, There may b unsque genetic populstions depersed within the impact adea
that weuld guide the design al miligation options. i is likely that 1his species incuved
significant habirar Ipsses when Shasta Daem was bublt and filled. Fusther enlargement of the
dam waill cause further decling in the speties habitat that needs 1o be estimated and
wnthuded in fuil assessment of impacts to the speoes, 55 habitat ncludes sublefranssn
kabitat to which access is impartant during the dry summer manihs. Therefore the
imindlation and destruction of habdal must accownt for the loss of sulsierranean habase
e il Eive water level does noi completely suhmerge the habivat.

[Camment 9 cont'd

All sites must be enumerated and sdes that may be above 1ol poal elevations mast be
wentified as to whether subterranean habitat would be destroyed such thar sundual of the
sitg |5 reduced or rendered impossifile, These sives must abio beincluded in mitigacan

Calculasions.
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R L5

Wil Techencal Repart

11

141

Terresinal ?_o_Em_.

Impacts b0 tha werrastrial mollusis are presented o terms of CWHR habdsls and acreage
et there s no decussion about ihe acual sicos whiers theso mallusks ware iecated and
wihiat ricrohalital conditions axist of Site Lo allow 1here existence. These mollusis are nog
equally and pwenly distributed aoross within the habiusl of sy of the hatitat types. They
will undoubtedly be found in varying disstribution and abundance withia and between
habitels. Analysis of Lhese varialdes s needed both to identify compiete impans (o the
speces and fod delenmanation of comglete mitigatan. Additsonad discussion must include
he range of edch spedies and the fraction of destruttion ta the totality of knawn
popudations of each species. Thase species aso would have sncurred extrpabion of
popudations with the onginad congtrnection of Shasta Dam, Estimates of the ooginal
destruction of spedies and the likely remzining is needed (o agcurately assess the
curlatiee effects of proposed future amions. Additsonal analysis should inglude
asssssment of what limits may enst for 2ach spegies.

Comman #10 cans'd

such a1 elevation, because certain species may not be able 1o be @057 31 The same deriles
a1 higher elevations where temperafunes and moisturs would be Subjoct To gleater
wariation. AN al this mlarmation it nesded 10 devedop complete and spacias specific

eriiti fation glini.

Wil Tachnicad Repon

12

Section

Ilivigarasis Aeatiae Whis-1
[CRI][Fram tha cid 2008
LR B

Thin Mitigathon moasarn in tha old SUWRIERR s1ates tha it would not be feasible to guantify
the number of salamanders lost in thie impeundment area; hiwever, N0 STOEELE mesure
wias proposed o atlemipted o be calculated for mitigatan. Estenatas can be made based
upon area of habstat, estimated quakty of habitat, habaag complaacy o ceeens of mostee,
vEgRIanon dregriiy, and thrpugh collecung effons straslied snd alocaied among sies.
These effarts would yeeld fgures thar would allsw acowrste computation of mitigetion
nesded. Direct lodt of ingrnaduals fan be estsmated based upon the lanars discussed
above and athers when properly appbed. The statement i thes section that this cansal be
done s @ fallacy and well bead to ihe severe under-ssbmation of effecss to the salamander.

Iwiidisfee Technical Report

141

Sectan rmnu salamandas

The miligalaon measure in the alcer SUWAI ERS stages 1hat 5 would not be feasiblie to
quemilify the mumber of sdamanders lost in (he impoundment area; howEsgr, A0 surrogate
medsure was propased or attempled to be calculated for mitigation. Estimates can be
mmade based upon ares of habelasl, estimated qualty of habitat, habitat complesity in terms
of moesture, vegotation diversity, and through callectng cHons stratified and allscated
among sites.  These oflorts would watd figues thar would allow scourate computatson of
mutigatian neoded.  Direct lass of individuals can be eqtmated based upan the factars
discussed above and others when propacly apghed. Tho statement s s Seclien that s
cannat be done o & fallacy snd wdl l2ad 1o the severe under-estimation of eMects 1o these
mliusks. The mitigation maasure states that oppenunities for reslorabion and
enhancement of hakital will be explored and defingd. These apporiuibes cannat be
wdentdied later, but must b identified new wah gstanl populations sraund the ke, The
data collecied oo the populaisons that e gxte patEd will piowde the bassc data

Comment #12 ront'd

on the speoes bology and scclogy that can be wsed for such madigetion actions. Delay of
thiese undil will result in the determingaon that the data is nol available and na
ortunites can be lorated for such actipes,

Wildkle Besources Technical
Report

1-67

Pacific fishar

The stalement 1s made that the carnivone surveys and detections of fisher for ths propett
ore the southeastern most ocourrences. This is an undrue statement and needs 1o be
removed. Fishers have been detected south of the Founiaen Fire area, Detections were

beth on pubhc and pavate land, outh of Burnmey and norih of Swngletown. Several

detecrions ol lbor hawe been recorded i the Bred,
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14

Dratcher

ildidin Resources Technical
Peport

1-68

Table 1.5

The eMacis 1o the and oLher spefies needs 10 be re-evailuated once a praject footpnnk s
?._w___a_ To dte, the locatian ol sae 10 be mined for minerals to create cement bs not

d, nar are the footprim of refocated faciliees, rosds, e1e, In addtion, due to the
_uu"n._._n_ change m water mansgement {including CP4, which includes a sedicated pood dor
natlursl rescurce uses), the potential for effec is largely ing . Upon completion of
\the actual peaject fsalpeind snd management plan, this an other documents that assess
effiecis to specics and spucial habaats needs 1o be redone. Srmilarly, i water 1o
manage o ong specses (0. g winterun Chancok) may hawe negative effects on another
|spenes e g bank swallow]. This 3l50 needs 1o be analysed.

WWildife Besources Techinical

ratcher Bgpor

i-68

tepped frog (CARLF)

Tabie 1-5, Calformua Rad-

Far the CARLF, onby profocal surveys can delermmne presencefabsence as per ES4, o this
detadrminatuon i3 pre-deasional. Foathill yellaw-iegged frogs are know 10 ooour in the
walligy section of tribuladias oa the waa side of the Satramenta Aseer, 5o this determenation
s Wrang.

17

Puvelcdifie Resourees Techaical
feport

1484

The species range of this species, 35 per DFW mapping webides, shaws o extendang up Kibo:
the middie of Tehama County, which likes just baiow Shasta County, In adiinion, migratony
patterns should be taken into accound, since this 5pacies |5 known 10 0oar [nest) o ke

Klamath Bagin.

ratcher

[voahfiz Resources Tethnneal

1-104

18

[Bratchar

Pepori

wildiifz Resources Technical
Nepart: Attachments 1.7

Astichment 2

Toble hbed

Land PAsnagement

The BLM Land and Aesowrce Management Plan for the Redding Freld Odfste should also be
included on thes lat. BLM manages land an Clear Creek and along 1he Sacramenta River, i
adition 10 inholdwps near sndfor around Shasta Lake. Similarky, the USFS Mendoaing
\National Fodest manages & pece of property sdEcent o Red Bluff Diversion Dam.
Refgrgnce 1o 18 Land dan t Flar should alis be scuded.
See commienzs below. This 1abile is incomplets and meeds 1o be updated 10 mchede
bdditsanal species, particularly MSCS speries. The CNDOR tearch & ower 5years ald, See
also comment sboul sehywng on just CNODB for presence/absence determinalions. AS per
MSCS, specisl habatats sdso need 10 be addressed. A list of special habiats can be

L and provided by the CRFW,

19

[ Carlson

idufe Resowrces Tachnical
3 - Al §i-7

Attachment 2

Purple masiin

The staternenl i made that 15-51% of the known nesting colanies for purple manin s
2dong the Snasta Lake shareling, That seems be & significant part of the nesting habiad dor
3 species than is slate-lisied threatenad,

‘e Resources Techneal
ors: Artachmenys 1-7

Angchment 3

15

Shasia salamancer

[wiildlife Resources Technwal
|Report: Attachmends 17

Atachment 4

‘Gemeral Commernt

(Wildlile Resources Techaical
: Atachments 17

Attachmant 5

Stare and Federal lises of
Special-stanus wililile
|4

It 5 mok specfied b the species life hstary, like for the other species, the exent of tha
locations e nuenbers ef the shasta salamander detections. Please elabarate on the extent
of the detectspng thal would be inuendaqed,

CHODE should not be the ondy sowrce of info to determne whether or nat J speces
present. I i5 anly a5 good a5 whad & reported by peaple. USFS records, Audubon studses,
(Chinstmas bird coundt dats, and WHRA should alse be investagsted to determme patential
presence. | have personadly seen black-crownad might beros in the Redding vicinity, and it
e sdemtilied in the M

The lists im the referencad attachment for both state and .ﬁtﬁ spacies are culdated.
These LS expired in 2007, which is at least 4 years out of date. Please mchsde an updaed

ILET vl e (e |t yede.

2011 DFG comment lotter,

Comment £5

Thiy have not adequaely sddressed the effers an wildile a4 far 28 quantification of the
effecs and lack of detail on enpacts.

2008 OFG comment letier an ihe

18-17

A% Far &t | can tell, they kave not adequately addressad tha spacias i DFW's 2008 leter
including: Shasta salamandar, peragring ficon, purple manin, bald eagho, and bank
Swalloree. They did address additbanal species, i.e. deer range, but could inglude a mag
|shsownng thaese spedial habiits that will be impacted.
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_m_ﬁ_nﬂ_

|._.=.n-_n?=-.._

L wedi il b Eisied 1o wnderstand whad is gomg on f the maps were not breten up into 10
diffareat smaller maps. e large Map would be more helpld shen lacking 3t the project
At ieast o auLa L dCnILy e,

The wildile habitot descrplion secthon cowld be wnproved. There are some maor
imponssiendies amang the habita ypes described as Far 23 some thit intlede pecies
oecupying the habatan, and atheds di pot, Some of the habilat descriptions list the
uegatation specs that make up the hatinat rvpe and others do Ao, Hakitat descriptions
ak a minimasm should nclude an extensve descrption of what leatures make ithe hakie
ik 15.

Public Comments and Responses

WeEaeral

This table ksts wildlide species of cancoen within the Shassa Lake area, and distuses ihe
potersad for each spooes to oocur within the pnmany ssdy area. However, for same
wpecies it is ot clear i it i within the prlmary study area o0 f it wald be impacied, For
species like Lhe peregring Falcon, it may not ooour within the study area but disturbance
impacs oo gikality, Thisd shauld be deouised or disclosed.

Wildufe Resources Tachrigal
Hepart

G sl

Comment

vildid Resources Techneeal
Fepon

hn:n_.u_
Commi

Take and loss of Shasta salamander is discussed and knawr Irom 39 sites survired to date.
The surney methads were not distussed in detad, and 1he information abous the sice of the
populstions at the 3ites i nat presented. Theredore, it = not postible 1o calculate the
At Lake and boss of tne species.

‘wildhfe Resources Techncsl
Repo

General
Cgmment

This species may be quite beiked an its ability to migrate, 5o the genatic deersity of the
species throughaout the study area should be investsgaied. There may be wniqui ganalic
nopuiations disparsad within the imaact aies that would gusde the dewsgn of mitigation
ﬂ__u._—n_._v_ Ut ks gy thar shis specees ncurred sipndficent habiral iosses when Shata Dem
was built and fillecl. Enlargamant of the dam will cause funthar dedline @ 1he szecies
Mabitat that needs o be estimated and included m full assessmant of impacts tethe
ioacies

Shaita salamander hatitat includes subterranean habigag to whegh access 15 sngortant
during the dry summer months. Therefore, the inundation and destracion of habitan mist
aioun for the logs of subterrangan RBbitat even if the water lewed docs not complietedy
Gubmerge the habital. A8 sites must be enwmerated and stes that may be sbove full-pool
Hlavatiods must be identihed a4 10 whether subterransan hobtat would be desroyed such
that survread af the site i5 reduced or rendered wmpossible. These Sites must alsa be

Pviddliz Resownces Techmcal
Foon

Gereral

Efiects to ths speces and other rAELors wene ned clearly ientihied. This nthedss the
poaential far effest by construction-related impacs during the nesting sesten. Mitigation
measures should InChide At KeasT N e praconsirecmicn survey fof |he Species wain the
disturbanc ares boundary and 3 buffer sutficient (o addeess the potential Tar diturbance,
4% supponed by SoeEnLiic iteratune and/or i accegted pereging fHcon management

n Clarifcation is reeded oo whan thi .

Pl Rusnwerces Techaizal

Feaon

General

Jpreyect on baad gaqle.

Although 1hie bald eagle s no langar Hsted under ESA, o remaing koed as mJn_b:bmqﬂn_
pursuant bo CESA, 10 also a fully protecied speoes parseant o FGC Section 3511 and is
proveded protection pursisant to the federal 8aid and Golden Eagle Protectsan At (16
U.5.C BEBa-d). The F8, Techaicad ReportsfActachments, and Tuture enorpnmenial
dotwments need Lo fully analyze the effect of a loss of habaat and nest irees onndanduals
and on the population in general, and snalyze the entire progect footprnt {pomany stdy
ired and exiended anea comibingd) to make an overall determenation aof effects of the
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4

Bratgher

Wildlfe Resources Technical
jRegort

Genesal

Comsment

Purpde martin

| Purple martin cowsd be pimilarly alected by iendabon. The total inundatsan of snags
used by purple mann wawld resull in a temporary. of ot permanent, loss of nestiag
habaat for mirphe martin, aithough new habiat could svencually be creased afier trees ane
nundated and dig. There are very bew tolames wilfan Shasta County; Shasta Aeservoir
represents 14% o 51% of the tedal intersor Northern California population of western
purple martan [Willlams 1558 No mitigation seams 1o be propased lor the dinect loss of
nest trees that will be inundated by Alternatves CPI-0P5, | feasible, mitigation messures
st be imphemented 1o affuet this impact (which is idantified as signaficant].

‘ihidiide Resources Technical
Raport

General
Comment

Bank Swallaw

E -] r.i_v!.q

Wildlife Resources Technical
Regart

General

Thie Fi and Technical Reparts/Attachments condain contradictions and refies upon
imprapes indormation with ragard 1o the potential impact on listed species. An sxamgle of
this is the Impact te the Sane-listed Threatened bank swallow [Ripana ripanal. Use of
monithhy flow models cannat reflecs the daily or haurly flow Ruecustions maused by dam
relesses that can destroy 3 nesting coany, The 2008 Adminestrstive Draft Environmental
Impact Ststement/Enviranmertal impact Report [ADEIS/R| (Reclamalasn 2008) identifed a
patentially sgraficant impact.

|Bank Swallow

Thie Sacramenio River is astimated 1o support aboul 75% of the Siale's bank
|swallow population (Garison 1998). The Departrmenl considers the combination of 3
toas al ragh fowa, which encourage bank encsion, and dady fiow flucluabons caused
by dam refeases dumg nesling. a poleniially sigrdicant impact.
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Date: 1/7/13

CHAPTER PAGE
e | meviewen | owrentme | wums | suween | ueeumees o CoMMENT
Wated Cluality
Technical Repon
Chapter 1 affectec *...bath agencies included an
1 |IVedpagel  |Emwronment 1 ™ Mbbeewration  |RPA m thew Bo's” Page 3-31 This RPA is not inchuded an abbrewation 1able,
Table 1-1. Summary af
Water Quality }Conventonal Waler Qualiy This table needs 1o be corrected. They are not usng the conect water quadly objectnaes in several
Technical Repart Constituents Collected inthe  |instances. There are specal objectves for the arcas downstream of Beswick dam, i, D0 must be
Chapter 1 afecied Sacramento over o Red Bluff |9 mgh % saburation must be 95%. Copper standards are noq drom the CIR but speciad to the Basin
iy Ermv 1 15 Table 1-1 fren 19796 Lo 1098 Pisn. The document needs to sate f mgtals arg dissolvgd gr toral.
vater Oisakity
Firchmical Roopart
Chapter 1 affemed Takblz 1-1 Basin Plan Water Cualiny This 5 ncpoeredt. Thie Basen Plas has spacsl objecines for sraas below Kesesck Dam. The levels in
3 |/ Voepagel Enwirorment 1 1-5 focinote b Oihjectve i5 tabile are nat for the saecific reach,
This table 5 incormect and out of dace. Shasta Lake it aiso listed for mescury, Thore is some
‘Water Cuality confusaan regarding the area where the mines are impactng Squaw Creek, Thes may be due 1o Lhe
Techinical Repodn act 1hat there i A e aom af the Lake called the Squaw Cresk arm.  Another tibwtary on the
Chagter 1 afected Table 1-7 3034d] Wist s 5 Called Squses Crai. Also known as "West Squaw Creek”. 1t does not ender the Squew
4 |[Ivarpagal  [Emvironmont 1 1-14 et Snasia Lake 2006 (Creek arm but o near Dry Creek, near the dam. The table should be revised. a5 should the 1eat,
The sauwces of the metals in the
o areas identfied m Table 7.2
Water Qualdy e assoniated with the Bully
Techmical Repart HlfFugang SLar mening comples
Chapeer 1 affecied adjacent to the Squaw Croek
5 |1 Vorpagel Environment 1 Page 1-10  [Last paragraph  |Arm. Thee Labilie fumBer AppEDrs o be meorrect; should he Table 1-2 possibly,
Tribatanes to the Main Body of
Shasla Lake are adso a source of
WaLer Cuslity meeLal, along with ackd ming
Technical Report rasnage [rom & number of
Chagnes 1 sHected ires i e Dry Creek and Litthe [Ory Croek is nol impacted by 300 ming draindge, This o whése 1he Reponal Board calls the smaller
6 Uvorpagel  fEsisanment 1 1-15 Ind para ackbene watedsheds, Squaw Crock, West Sguaw Creek. Little Batkbone Creek is impacted by aod mine drainage.
En 3 LSS stady of meroury
lewels along the Sacramentso
Riwer ai 8ig Bend above Rad
Blul, conduded fram February
Wiater Quality L1996 vo iy 1998, mercury
Technical Report levels weve consstensly below
Chapler 1 altecied he EPA eritenen of 50 ngfL |The facramento River o haed 85 impaaned for meroury Trom Red Bludf to the Deita. i1 5 abio
L Monpigel Erv o 1 1-16 Ath paragragh  USGS 20006) pmpaired for unbmosn tosaty from Epgwick flam jo itie Deita
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For ihe primary stuty area the
CYRWICD has junsdiction, vahile
Pater Qualiy the extenided sty diea
[Techaical Repart encompasies the Sam Francsca
fChagter 1 afecied By, Central Coast, Los Angeles,
4 Uvorongel  [Eawwonmen 1-25 hparagraph | Lahontan. The eatended study arca should akso include the Treity River and the Marth Coast AWQCE:
T
Far the primary study area the
ICVRWICICE has junsdection, An
rer Quality NPOES would nat be reguired
echnical Hepos from the RWCICES within the
hapter 1 affeced extended sudy aroa becausi no | The project may need 3 NPDES panmit; please clarify if & stormwater prevention glan is st far the
5 Worpagel  Eearanmert 1:26 Ind paragraph  |eonstruction would ooour, consiricTion. i may need 1o be ol olher oroyed adlimbies.
The most prevalism
coAtamenanis i the Sacramento
Biver batan are for
organophoiphate pestindes
(agricaliural runolf) snd trace
matals [acid mene deainage), fos
wihich THDLS currenily are
134 Ind paragra being cansiderad. ThaDL's Itg ady BEer developed for the metals in the Stramenta Rver,
|The CYRWQICE Badn Plan
{owiginally publishied s 1008,
\Water Guality last rewised in Soptember 2009)
Technmal Heport [CFAWOC S 2009) regulates
Chapte’ 1 affected witiers of the State located
11 prvoepagel Ernfanment 1-3¢ [2nd paragraoh _ within the primary Study area. [ The Bagin Plan was onginally publshed in 1975, per page 1-34,
‘Water Qualsy
Techaizal Repart This most iecent edition, the
Chapter 1 affectad | fpann adian, was sdeatod in
12 Divorpagel _ |Eeweronment 138 Wrdparagragh  |1588 and amanded in 2004, [Page 1-32 says 0 was rewsed in 2009, Please use the latestrevmion date.
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lap-

lwsoe Aoberts (JDR], Chad Dbkl (C50)
Calidormia Depaniment of Figh and Wildhile
Ess: |B30 5 Soreeq, Sacramento, DA 95811

Madellng Appendix Comments

TEXT CORMENT
Federal reluge assunplions are nol ccurate, ‘Fem level 2 waler needs” @0 nat encompasi level 4 water per CVPLA Refuge Water
Anpendic SR COMITENL Suappdy Section 3406(d).
Modelag The modeling assumptions ane very outdated and noed to iellect cunrent Billps and water quasty corral plang (e.g. the DEC
2 |Rohers Aapandi Glabal Glabal Global |iee comment clogures are not accurately depicied for end-of-Sepiember storage evels at Shasa).
|
_ Thie refue COMUIBT Section needs Eo be guality-cantrol rewewed. Theve id & typo for China kiend, and ather cells are mat
Miadahing Tahle 1- mecessaily accwrale Je.g Los Banos o 10,470 instead of 16, 700). The Departrment suppests thst 1be table depicts Lewel 2 Water
i |Roboris Appendic 2% |Tabde 1-I5|se@ comment Suppiies [Conwran and Nan-Projen] instesd of purely Controet dmounis.
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i |Cakfarnia Depasiment of Fish and Wildlile

o .h...u..._..!n.:.u.r.na_.n[ zm.u!.“na_.__..___._l__.i

e ss: 601 Locust 5t., Redding, CA 96001
Date 15-Jan-13
CHAPTER FAGE LINE
IVERA [ REVIEWER [CHAFTER TITLE| MUMBER | WUMBER | NUMBER TENT LOMMENT
| A geobogist licensed i the State of California is not identified as being responsible for the preparation of
the Geologic Technical Feporl. The report relies on madel resulls and provides interpretetions and
‘Geologic | opinions regarding slope stability and fulure enosion, Such inberpretations and opinions fadl under the
|Technical | | professional responsibiliies of a state licensed geologist or geotechnical enginesr. Consequenlly. such an
1 |Seelser  Repert General | /A MR WA | individual ehould be formally indentified.
_ | The Geologic Technical Report ermoneously gttributes geologic dala to Hackel {1868) when the trwe
_ reference should be Inwin (Inwin 1966, .g., p. 23). The reliance on the 1866 reference and the use of
auidated lerms (e.g.. Easlern Klamath Belt instead of Eastern Klamath Terane) demonsirates thal limiged
m research was conducted in ihe preparaiion of the reporl. There has been a signibcan amount of geclogic
| Gaolopic | work conductad wilhin the Klamath Mouniains Geomorphic Frovince over the gast severad decades, which
| Techaical | should be incorporated in this document. Please see USGS Open File Repon 2003-306 {Irwin 2003) for an
2 [smelser  |Report General Hfh NjA M excellent bibliography on peologic rasearch in the Klamath Mountains.
The Geslogic Techvical Repor siales that the nearest "active” fawl 1o Shasta Oam is the Batlle Creek faull
zone and they use Ihe lerm “aclive” as defined by the Alguist-Pricks Earihquake Fault Zoning Act (AP Act).
Review of Catilornia’s faull activily map [Jennings and Bryant 2010) shows the Batfle Creek Fault zone as
not exhibiting evidense af surlace nuplure within the last 11,000 years. Therefare, the Batile Creak faull is
not an “aclive™ faull as defined by lhe Act. The “aclve faull’ declaralion in the report again demonsirates
limited research and a lack of oversight in the repar preparation by a stale licensed geclogist, Moreover,
|Geglapic 1o state that this faull zone is active and therelone imply Ihe necessity for specific regulston actions as
{Tachnical daefined in the AP Act could create undue concern. confusion. and perhaps even low kevel panic in the
3 |Smekier  Repon General A FfA NfA inhabitants of the Red Bluffarea. -
|
Gealagic The Geologe Technical Repon refarences 2 "Great Valley thrus! faull sysiem”™. Such a “system” is not
Technacal | formally recognized or sscumented within Caldornia’s (ault aclvily mag (Jennings and Bryant 2010} s0 |
_ A |smelser  |Regort | General _ [MiA A Hfa _clanlying stalements should accompany thal statement, - J
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Responses to Comments from Natural Resources Defense Council
NRDC1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS.”

NRDC1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”

NRDC1-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”

NRDC1-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS
Mitigation Plan,” Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA
Compliance,” and Master Comment Response CEQA-2, “CEQA
Mitigation.”

NRDC1-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-12, “Cultural
Resources and CEQA,” Master Comment Response CR-15, “National
Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations,” and Master
Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.”

NRDC1-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance,” Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose
and Need and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives General,” 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.”

NRDC1-7: Comment noted.

NRDC1-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development- Water Supply Reliability,” Master Comment
Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development- Anadromous Fish
Survival,” Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and
Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1 “Range of
Alternatives General,” and Master Comment Response NEPA-1
“Sufficiency of the EIS.”

NRDC1-9: The SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must be
met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. While the
SLWRI is not the only way to improve anadromous fish survival, the
most efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta
Reservoir.

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine
Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program
Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions,” Master Comment Response
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ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General,” and Master Comment
Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.”

NRDC1-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts,” Master Comment Response NEPA-2,
“Cumulative Impacts,” Master Comment Response DSFISH-10,
“Methodology for Evaluating Fisheries Impacts,” and Master Comment
Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.”

NRDC1-11: The commenter does not raise a specific issue, instead the
comment is vague and therefore no specific response can be provided.

Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included
as Part of the Record,” Master Comment Response EI-1 “Intent of
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best
Available Information.”

NRDC1-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-11,
“Cultural Resources and NEPA,” and Master Comment Response CR-1,
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.”

NRDC1-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,”
and Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the Lower
McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources Code,
Section 5093.542.”

NRDC1-14: 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.”

NRDC1-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

NRDC1-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS,” and Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”

NRDCL1-17: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives General.”

NRDC1-18: SALMOD modeling results show that there are significant
project benefits to anadromous fish in critical and dry years, when
Chinook populations are at greatest risk. By increasing production in
these years, relative to the base conditions, the risk of extirpation of
listed species is greatly reduced, and therefore provides a significant
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benefit to the species/run. Many sources identify Upper Sacramento
River water temperatures during critical and dry year types as a highly
important limiting factor to anadromous fisheries, including the NMFS
Recovery Plan and the NMFS 2009 Biological Opinion. This
interpretation of SALMOD results with a focus on critical and dry years
is consistent with species needs and limitations identified above by
fisheries agencies.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General,” Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development- Water Supply Reliability,” Master Comment
Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development- Anadromous Fish
Survival," Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and
Objectives," and DSFISH-5 “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Report.”

NRDC1-19: USFWS, in the Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Report for the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation (CAR) (June
2008), recommended that “...Reclamation should include a SLWRI
alternative that evaluates the capability of increasing anadromous fish
survival and water supply reliability without raising Shasta Dam.”
USFWS states that this alternative could be accomplished by a variety of
measures. These USFWS measures are either included in the action
alternative(s) evaluated in the EIS or were evaluated and eliminated
through the plan formulation process.

Each of the USFWS measures is listed below along with Reclamation’s
response to each measure.

e Modifying the TCD at Shasta Dam to improve temperature
control

As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.1, “Management
Measures Common to All Action Alternatives,” the Temperature
Control Device would be modified to account for an increased dam
height and to reduce leakage of warm water into the structure for all
action alternatives.

e Improving spawning habitat by gravel augmentation

As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.6, “CP4 and CP4A —
18.5-Foot Dam Raise, Anadromous Fish Focus with Water Supply
Reliability,” under CP4 and CP4A, spawning-sized gravel would be
placed at multiple locations along the Sacramento River between
Keswick Dam and the Red Bluff Pumping Plant (RBPP).
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e Improving juvenile salmonid rearing habitat through large
woody debris and riparian restoration (i.e., shaded riverine
aquatic (SRA) cover) in the Keswick — RBDD reach, in lower
reaches of the nonnatal tributaries, and in the Sacramento River
downstream from Red Bluff Diversion Dam

As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.6, “CP4 and CP4A —
18.5-Foot Dam Raise, Anadromous Fish Focus with Water Supply
Reliability,” under CP4 and CP4A, riparian, floodplain, and side channel
habitat restoration would occur at one or a combination of potential
locations along the upper Sacramento River.

As stated in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” The location of the RBPP (which
is directly adjacent to the Red Bluff Diversion Dam) 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). After the RBPP, the river landscape changes to a
broader alluvial stream system. The broader, slower nature of an alluvial
stream system allows ambient air temperature to have a greater effect on
the temperature of the Sacramento River. Therefore, improving juvenile
salmonid rearing habitat in the Sacramento River downstream from
RBPP was not evaluated under the SLWRI.

e Operational changes to Shasta Dam to increase cold water
storage and/or increase minimum flows

As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.6, “CP4 and CP4A —
18.5-Foot Dam Raise, Anadromous Fish Focus with Water Supply
Reliability,” CP4 and CP4A include an adaptive management plan for
the cold-water pool. The adaptive management plan may include
operational changes to the timing and magnitude of releases from Shasta
Dam to benefit anadromous fish, as long as there were no conflicts with
current operational guidelines or adverse impacts on water supply
reliability.

e Increasing water use efficiency to a specified level (e.g.,
improve irrigation efficiency in the ACID canal)

As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.1, “Management
Measures Common to All Action Alternatives,” all action alternatives
would include a water conservation program for increased water
deliveries that would be created by the project to augment current water
use efficiency practices. While specifics (e.g., which canal might be
improved) are not discussed, the proposed program would consist of a
10-year initial program to which Reclamation would allocate
approximately $1.6 million to $3.8 million to fund water conservation
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efforts. Program actions would be a combination of technical assistance,
grants, and loans to support a variety of water conservation projects,
such as recycled wastewater projects, irrigation system retrofits, and
urban utilities retrofit and replacement programs. Reclamation, in
collaboration with project beneficiaries, would identify and develop
water conservation projects for funding under the program. Reclamation
would then implement an investment strategy, in coordination with
project beneficiaries, to identify and prioritize projects which, in
conjunction with other water conservation activities, would cost-
effectively reduce water demand and increase water conservation.

e Considering conjunctive use of other existing and planned water
storage facilities in the Central Valley.

As stated in the Plan Formulation Appendix, Chapter 2, “Management
Measures,” conservation groundwater storage near the Sacramento River
downstream from Shasta Dam was initially retained as a management
measure due to significant water supply benefits. However, it was
eliminated from further development during the comprehensive plan
phase. Subsequent operations modeling indicated tradeoffs between
conjunctive use water supply benefits and critical gains in fisheries
accomplishments. The resulting reduction in benefits to fisheries
operations in dry and critical years was deemed unacceptable in terms of
meeting primary project objectives.

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 ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General,”
and Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Report.”

NRDC1-20: 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 ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives
General,” and Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water Supply
Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.”

NRDC1-21: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,”
and Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the Lower
McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources Code,
Section 5093.542,” Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects
to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives General.”
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NRDC1-22: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives General.”

NRDC1-23: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-4,
“Maintaining Sacramento River Flows to Meet Fish Needs and
Regulatory Requirements.”

NRDC1-24: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-4,
“Maintaining Sacramento River Flows to Meet Fish Needs and
Regulatory Requirements.”

NRDC1-25: The 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS BO specify target
minimum carry-over storages (COS) for Shasta Reservoir at the end of
September. These COS targets are not required to be met in any specific
year, but rather are required to be met in certain percentages of years of
actual operations. This type of standard cannot be directly modeled in
CalSim-Il and is implemented in the simulation process by review of
simulation results and adjustment of operational parameters until the
COS requirements are met. The specific CalSim-Il assumptions, and
how the assumptions are implemented, are included in the Modeling
Appendix, Table 2-1.

CalSim-I1 output tables of Shasta end—of-month storage are included for
all alternatives in the Modeling Appendix, Attachment 1. For all action
alternatives, the simulated Shasta end-of-month storage is higher than in
the No-Action Alternative. The COS is higher in years when the COS
target was met in the No-Action Alternative than in the years when the
COS target was not met. Furthermore, the percentage of years in which
the COS targets were met in the action alternatives is also increased over
the No-Action Alternative. This is especially true in CP4 where the
simulated COS is 382,000 acre-feet greater than the simulate COS in
CP1. This is the expected result of increasing the COS requirement and
was obtained, not by changing any direct requirements in the simulation,
but by adjusting operations to increase the COS and optimize project
benefits. The action alternatives, particularly CP4, all show the same
types of impacts that would be the goal of an increased COS
requirement, without imposing any specific COS requirements. While
the analysis did not explicitly impose a COS requirement the simulation
results for all alternatives do include a higher COS.

NRDC1-26: The benefits of the increased COS in the analysis were not
obtained by requiring additional COS. Benefits, however, occurred
because of the increased storage capacity and the operational
assumptions made to optimize the water supply and environmental
benefits resulted in increased COS. If Shasta Dam is constructed and
operated under similar assumptions and rules to the current operations,
then similar results would be expected. Currently the Sacramento River
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Temperature Task Group (SRTTG) meets in the spring to develop
temperature operation plans for the Shasta and Trinity divisions of the
CVP pursuant to State Water Resource Control Board Water Rights
Orders 90-5 and 91-1. This group is made up of representatives of
Reclamation, NMFS, USFWS, CDFW, State Water Resource Control
Board, Western Area Power Administration, and the Hoopa Valley and
Yurok tribes. The SRTTG develops an initial plan, and monitors and
adjusts the operation plan, including anticipated COS, throughout the
year to improve and stabilize the Chinook population in the Sacramento
River. The plan and any updates throughout the year are then submitted
to the State Water Resources Control board and carried out by
Reclamation.

While it is assumed that the benefits of additional COS are a result of the
fact that there is more water in Shasta Reservoir at any time; however,
the true benefits come from the fact that flow and water temperature in
the Sacramento River are improved for the Chinook population by
maintaining a larger cold water pool, or by additional releases to
enhance flow conditions and reducing downstream in-river

heating. Additional regulatory requirements for higher COS could
reduce the operational flexibility of the system and impact the ability of
this group to effectively manage Shasta Reservoir and Sacramento River
temperatures.

This document is an Environmental Impact Statement and analyzes and
documents potential environmental impacts of the project. An
environmental document does not include recommendations for
additional regulatory requirements on potential project

operations. Before construction a Biological Assessment would be
prepared which could address this topic. Before construction,
compliance with the ESA would be completed and may include specific
requirements for flows and temperature on the Sacramento River as well
as COS in Shasta Reservoir.

NRDC1-27: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-3,
“Fish Habitat Restoration.”

NRDC1-28: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,”
Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the Lower
McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources Code,
Section 5093.542” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General.”

NRDC1-29: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” Master Comment Response
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ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General,” and Master Comment
Response NEPA-1, “Sufficiency of EIS.”

NRDC1-30: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1,
“Purpose and Need and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response
ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General.”

NRDC1-31: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1,
“Purpose and Need and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response
ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General."”

NRDC1-32: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives General,” Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development- Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master
Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative Development- Water Supply
Reliability,” and Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and
Need and Objectives.”

NRDC1-33: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8,
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.”

NRDC1-34: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8,
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.”

Additionally, as shown in Chapter 3, “Considerations for Describing
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,” Section
3.2.9, “Cumulative Effects,” the CVPIA is in the list of present and
reasonably foreseeable future actions included in the analysis of
cumulative impacts. CVPIA includes actions that make all reasonable
attempts to double the natural production of anadromous fish in the
Central Valley streams. This was included in the cumulative effects
analysis, and as described in Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, the
SLWRI, along with other programs assists Reclamation and other
resource agencies in working towards the doubling goal as no one single
project can achieve the doubling goal on its own.

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

NRDC1-35: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2,
“Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”

NRDC1-36: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives General,” Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development- Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master
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Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative Development- Water Supply
Reliability,” Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need
and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response NEPA-1, “Sufficiency
of the EIS.”

NRDC1-37: The SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must
be met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. While the
SLWRI is not the only way to improve anadromous fish survival, the
most efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta
Reservoir. The existing Shasta Reservoir cannot be reoperated to benefit
anadromous fisheries without impacting water supply reliability.

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act Report,” Master Comment Response
DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan,
Anadromous Fish Restoration Program Doubling Goals and Biological
Opinions,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1 “Range of
Alternatives General.”

NRDC1-38: The project is primarily intended to improve Chinook
salmon survival in critical and dry years, particularly in a drought
condition, when they are likely to be most at risk of significant
population declines or even extinction. While overall benefits to
production when all water year types are combined are not as
pronounced, benefits in dry and critical years are significant. With the
added risks of climate change, the benefit of an increased source of cold
water adds to the reliability of suitable habitat available for Chinook
salmon and other listed fish in the Sacramento River. Adding to that, the
habitat restoration components provides an additional amount of
available habitat necessary to improve conditions that can help increase
the number of Chinook salmon and other listed fish in the Sacramento
River.

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

NRDC1-39: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-1,
“SALMOD Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon,” Master
Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Report,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine
Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program
Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.”
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NRDC1-40: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-1,
“SALMOD Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon,” Master
Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Report,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine
Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program
Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.”

NRDC1-41: Modeling results show that there are significant project
benefits to anadromous fish in critical and dry years, when Chinook
populations are at greatest risk. By increasing production in these years,
relative to the base conditions, the risk of extirpation of listed species is
greatly reduced, and therefore provides a significant benefit to the
species/run. Many sources identify Upper Sacramento River water
temperatures during critical and dry year types as a highly important
limiting factor to anadromous fisheries, including the NMFS Recovery
Plan and the NMFS 2009 Biological Opinion. This interpretation of
SALMOD results with a focus on critical and dry years is consistent
with species needs and limitations identified above by fisheries agencies.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative
Development- Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master Comment Response
DSFISH-1, “SALMOD Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon,”
Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act Report,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-10,
“Methodology for Evaluating Fisheries Impacts.”

NRDC1-42: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS,” Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts,” Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose
and Need and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response GEN-8,
“Public Outreach and Involvement.”

NRDC1-43: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-1,
“SALMOD Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon,” and Master
Comment Response DSFISH-2, “Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”

NRDC1-44: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2,
“Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”

NRDC1-45: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2,
“Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”

The commenter included comments previously submitted by CDFW in
Attachment 1 on the Draft Feasibility Report of the SLWRI.
Reclamation was not able to find the referenced comments regarding
modeling tools beyond SALMOD in the referenced text.

33.10-352 Final — December 2014



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

NRDC1-46: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2,
“Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”

NRDC1-47: Negative impacts shown in the modeling results are almost
entirely limited to water year types that are wetter than normal, when
anadromous fish are at a relatively low risk of large scale flow and
temperature related mortality, and potential extirpation. Further, for all
plans, annual average changes across all years, and across critical and
critical/dry years when fish are most at risk, are either insignificant or
significantly beneficial.

Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands” Mitigation Measure
Bot-7 has been revised to clarify how Reclamation will implement a
riverine ecosystem mitigation and adaptive management plan to
mitigate, to the extent feasible, the identified effects of an altered
Sacramento River flow regime on existing riparian and wetland
communities, and associated instream, riparian, and wetland habitat
values for aquatic and terrestrial special-status species along the
Sacramento River from Shasta Dam to Colusa (River Mile 144).

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat
Restoration,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-9, “Flow-Related
Effects on Fish Species of Concern.”

NRDC1-48: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

NRDC1-49: SALMOD does incorporate results from IFIM modeling
conducted by USFWS, which includes spawning habitat conditions at
various flow rates. Therefore, the analysis conducted does evaluate any
potential impact to spawning habitat from both changes to flow and
water temperature. During the planning stages (development of the Plan
Formulation Report), it was identified that the biggest benefits were
shown to Chinook salmon came when water temperatures were lowered
rather than when flows were adjusted to meet the AFRP flow goals.
Therefore, the CP4 was developed specifically to establish a cold water
pool for fish benefits. This proved, through the SALMOD results, to
have the highest juvenile production. Reclamation recognizes the
ecological importance of flow-related geomorphic processes in the
Sacramento River, however, the SLWRI does not eliminate these
processes, and does restore floodplain and side channel habitat.

NRDC1-50: Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands”
Mitigation Measure Bot-7 has been revised to clarify how Reclamation
will implement a riverine ecosystem mitigation and adaptive
management plan to mitigate, to the extent feasible, the identified effects
of an altered Sacramento River flow regime on existing riparian and
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wetland communities, and associated instream, riparian, and wetland
habitat values for aquatic and terrestrial special-status species along the
Sacramento River from Shasta Dam to Colusa (River Mile 144).

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-9, “Flow-Related
Effects on Fish Species of Concern.

NRDC1-51: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2,
“Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”

NRDC1-52: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-1,
“SALMOD Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon,” and Master
Comment Response DSFISH-2, “Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”

NRDC1-53: Reclamation recognizes there are limitations to the
SALMOD model, including the potential that mortality may be
underestimated due to the difficulty in quantifying resource competition
and predation, but may also be overestimated for some life stages.
Please keep in mind that SALMOD was used to compare the proposed
action alternatives, and was not intended to produce exact numbers.
SALMOD underestimates mortality both under the no action and action
alternatives. The identified limitations do not preclude the ability of
SALMOD to identify potential effects to Chinook salmon caused by
changes in operations.

In addition, SALMOD is a widely accepted tool that was developed with
agency input and has been applied for numerous other studies. The
SALMOD model was set up based on USFWS Instream Flow
Incremental Methodology (IFIM) data, with direct input from USFWS
and CDFW personnel (i.e., Mark Gard, Doug Killam), as well as
incorporating comments from the resource agencies before completion
of the model structure. SALMOD has been one of the primary tools used
to evaluate salmonid responses to revised water operations in the upper
Sacramento River, including the most recent Biological Assessment on
the Continued Long-Term Operations of the CVP and SWP
(Reclamation 2008) and resulting 2009 BO and Conference Opinion on
the Long-Term Operations of the CVP and SWP (NMFS 2009).

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-1, “SALMOD
Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon,” Master Comment
Response DSFISH-2, “Other Fisheries Models and Tools,” and Master
Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Report.”

NRDC1-54: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2,
“Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”
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NRDC1-55: For the DEIS, the number of spring-run spawners
incorporated into the model was revised from 1,000 down to 207 based
on USFWS and CDFW comments, and is now based on historical data.
The DEIS acknowledges that SALMOD was not designed to address the
small spawning populations associated with historic spring-run Chinook
spawning numbers, but notes that the historically based spawning
number was used because of direction from the CDFW and USFWS.
However, there is no model currently available for analyzing low
populations of Chinook salmon. As described in DSFISH-1, SALMOD
is currently the best (and only) available tool for predicting project-
related outcomes for all four Chinook salmon runs in the upper
Sacramento River. At present, Reclamation is not aware of any
proposed tools and/or analytical approaches that could better assess the
potential impacts of the project alternatives on spring-run Chinook
salmon. Furthermore, SALMOD was used for spring-run Chinook
salmon evaluations in the 2008 Reclamation Long-Term Operation BA
and the 2009 NMFS BO. As such, Reclamation believes that its
approach to assessing project impacts on spring-run Chinook is
consistent with the best available science and analytical tools, and is
supported by the direction received from the resource agencies.

Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystem,” Section 11.3.1, notes
that: “Populations of 500 or more spawning Chinook salmon are
considered necessary for accurate results using SALMOD because it is a
deterministic model that relies on the “law of large numbers.” When
populations are “low” (an arbitrary term), mean responses are quickly
affected by environmental stochasticity and individual variability, which
are factors SALMOD was not designed to address. Therefore, because
the 1999 to 2006 average for spring-run Chinook salmon was 207 adult
spawners, the criterion of 500 or more fish was not met. However,
because of concerns expressed by CDFW and USFWS, the spawning
population was left at 207 fish for purposes of the model.” However, in
the 2009 BO, NMFS used 1,000 adult spring-run spawners to
compensate for the fact that the actual spawning population is less than
500 fish.

NRDC1-56: Reclamation acknowledges that SALMOD, like any
numerical model, has limitations that must be considered when
interpreting its results. However, Reclamation believes that SALMOD is
the best available tool, and Reclamation sought resource agency input
when developing the model. SALMOD was set up based on USFWS
Instream Flow Incremental Methodology (IFIM) data, with direct input
from both USFWS and CDFW (i.e., Mark Gard, Doug Killam), as well
as incorporating comments from CDFW, USFWS and Reclamation
fisheries experts before completing the model structure. The model has
been peer reviewed, including by Lisa Thompson and Chris Mosser of
U.C. Davis (2011), and despite its limitations has been accepted as a
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valid tool for numerous studies, including the most recent Biological
Assessment on the Continued Long-Term Operations of the CVP and
SWP (Reclamation 2008) and resulting 2009 BO and Conference
Opinion on the Long-Term Operations of the CVP and SWP (NMFS
2009).

According to the CDFG 2008 letter, the agency does not believe that egg
and juvenile mortality are directly related to water temperature and
flows, and that juvenile production is more highly correlated with the
number of adult spawners. While this may be true most of the time, and
that habitat may not typically be limiting juvenile production, the effects
to winter-run Chinook salmon, as shown through the results from
SALMOD, are that these fish are at greater risk during critical and dry
water years, when water temperatures are more difficult to control.
During these times, habitat (particularly cooler water temperature) is
likely limiting, as observed during significant dry periods such as 1976
and 1977 and 1987 through 1992. As observed in the Sacramento River
in 1976 and 1977, there were a large number of spawners (over 35,000
adults spawners in 1976 and over 17,000 in 1977), however warm
waters and low flow conditions in the river precluded successful
returning spawners 3 years later. Similar results are shown in the output
of SALMOD.

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-1, “SALMOD
Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon,” and Master Comment
Response DSFISH-2, “Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”

NRDC1-57: Reclamation acknowledges that SALMOD, like any
numerical model, has limitations that must be considered when
interpreting its results. However, Reclamation believes that SALMOD is
the best available tool, and Reclamation sought resource agency input
when developing the model. SALMOD was set up based on USFWS
Instream Flow Incremental Methodology (IFIM) data, with direct input
from both USFWS and CDFW (i.e., Mark Gard, Doug Killam), as well
as incorporating comments from CDFW, USFWS and Reclamation
fisheries experts before completing the model structure. The model has
been peer reviewed, including by Lisa Thompson and Chris Mosser of
U.C. Davis (2011), and despite its limitations has been accepted as a
valid tool for numerous studies, including the most recent Biological
Assessment on the Continued Long-Term Operations of the CVP and
SWP (Reclamation 2008) and resulting 2009 BO and Conference
Opinion on the Long-Term Operations of the CVP and SWP (NMFS
2009).

For the DEIS, the number of spring-run spawners incorporated into the

model was revised based on USFWS and CDFW comments, and is
based on historical data. The DEIS acknowledges that SALMOD was
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not designed to address the small spawning populations associated with
historic spring-run Chinook spawning numbers, but notes that the
historically based spawning number was used because of direction from
the CDFW and USFWS. At present, Reclamation is not aware of any
proposed tools and/or analytical approaches that could better assess the
potential impacts of the project alternatives on spring-run Chinook
salmon. As such, Reclamation believes that its approach to assessing
project impacts on spring-run Chinook is consistent with the best
available science and analytical tools, and is supported by the direction
received from the resource agencies.

Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystem,” Section 11.3.1, notes
that: “Populations of 500 or more spawning Chinook salmon are
considered necessary for accurate results using SALMOD because it is a
deterministic model that relies on the “law of large numbers.” When
populations are “low” (an arbitrary term), mean responses are quickly
affected by environmental stochasticity and individual variability, which
are factors SALMOD was not designed to address. Therefore, because
the 1999 to 2006 average for spring-run Chinook salmon was 207 adult
spawners, the criterion of 500 or more fish was not met. However,
because of concerns expressed by CDFW and USFWS, the spawning
population was left at 207 fish for purposes of the model.”

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-1, “SALMOD
Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon.”

NRDCL1-58: For the DEIS, the number of spring-run spawners
incorporated into the model was revised based on USFWS and CDFW
comments, and is based on historical data. The DEIS acknowledges that
SALMOD was not designed to address the small spawning populations
associated with historic spring-run Chinook salmon spawning numbers,
but notes that the historically based spawning number was used because
of direction from the CDFW and USFWS. At present, Reclamation is
not aware of any proposed tools and/or analytical approaches that could
better assess the potential impacts of the project alternatives on spring-
run Chinook salmon. As such, Reclamation believes that its approach to
assessing project impacts on spring-run Chinook salmon is consistent
with the best available science and analytical tools, and is supported by
the direction received from the resource agencies.

NRDC1-59: While Reclamation acknowledges that fish can be impacted
by temperature changes on a finer time scale than the weekly average
temperatures assessed by SALMOD, Reclamation is not aware of any
widely available and agency accepted tools which can be used for long-
term simulations of the effect of temperature variations at a finer time
scale. Further, Reclamation is not aware of any tool which can be used
to develop reliable long term temperature data on a finer time scale,

33.10-357 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

considering that Calsim-11 — the only widely accepted tool for
simulating long-term systemwide operations of the CPV/SWP system —
operates on a monthly time scale.

SALMOD was set up based on USFWS Instream Flow Incremental
Methodology (IFIM) data, with direct input from USFWS and CDFW
personnel (i.e., Mark Gard, Doug Killam), as well as incorporating
comments from the resource agencies before completion of the model
structure. The model has been peer reviewed, including by Lisa
Thompson and Chris Mosser of U.C. Davis (2011), and has been
accepted as a valid tool for numerous studies, including the most recent
Biological Assessment on the Continued Long-Term Operations of the
CVP and SWP (Reclamation 2008) and resulting 2009 BO and
Conference Opinion on the Long-Term Operations of the CVP and SWP
(NMFS 2009).

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-1, “SALMOD
Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon.”

NRDC1-60: Text was added to clarify that these are factors that can be
exacerbated by project operations, however they cannot be directly
quantified.

NRDC1-61: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2,
“Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”

NRDC1-62: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2,
“Other Fisheries Models and Tools.”

NRDC1-63: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1,
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment
Response CR-11, “Cultural Resources and NEPA.”

NRDCL1-64: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-12,
“Cultural Resources and CEQA.”

NRDC1-65: Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section
11.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” describes in great detail the
impacts and benefits to the fisheries in the Sacramento River and Delta.
The commenter has not provided any specific example of how the DEIS
is misleading.

SALMOD results show that there are significant project benefits to
anadromous fish in critical and dry years under CP4, when Chinook
populations are at greatest risk. By increasing production in these years,
relative to the base conditions, the risk of extirpation of listed species is
greatly reduced, and the project therefore provides a significant benefit
to the species/run.
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Many sources identify that Upper Sacramento River water temperatures,
particularly during these year types, are extremely important to
anadromous fisheries and are considered one of the limiting factors to
these species. Increasing the cold water pool in Shasta Lake to benefit
anadromous fish was specifically identified in both the NMFS Draft
Recovery Plan (2009) and the Final Recovery Plan (2014), as water
temperatures and flow, particularly during dry and critically dry years
(e.g., drought periods) are of stressors of “very high” importance for
Chinook salmon populations, and those populations are highly
vulnerable to prolonged drought conditions. The beneficial impacts
claimed from the SALMOD modeling results are consistent with species
needs and limitations identified above by fisheries agencies.

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

NRDCL1-66: The commenter does not raise a specific issue, instead the
comment is vague and therefore no specific response can be provided.

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

NRDC1-67: Baseline conditions and alternatives all include the
operational RPA requirements. All operations simulation modeling in
the DEIS was performed with the CalSim 11 simulation model, the best
available tool for modeling joint CVP/SWP system operations in
California. The assumptions in the modeling, used in support of this
document, included the 2008/2009 BO's as well as the most recent
versions of all other regulatory conditions. Specific details of the
assumptions included in the CalSim-11 modeling are included in the
Modeling Appendix. In the modeling many other water supply and
water quality requirements must be met to allow exports. Delta wide
requirements are met with the additional releases from the enlarged
Shasta reservoir allowing additional pumping. The results of this
modeling include the system response to the project including changes
in reservoir storages, releases, stream flows, and Delta exports. These
results are summarized in the text with full results included in the
Modeling Appendix.

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

NRDCL1-68: Adaptive management, by definition, allows for
adjustments of existing or developments of new rules based on specific,
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rare, or unforeseen future conditions that are not adequately covered by
existing rule definitions at the time they occur. Since these future
conditions are not known at the present time the rules cannot be
developed and cannot be implemented in the modeling and analysis. As
stated in the Modeling Appendix, Chapter 2, “CalSim-11,” Section
“Model Assumptions,” Reclamation worked collaboratively with
NMFES, USFWS, and CDFW to implement the RPAs. During this
process the adaptive management provisions were taken into
consideration to the extent possible to allow flexibility in future
operations if and when required.

NRDC1-69: Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, “CalSim-I11,” of the DEIS Modeling
Appendix lists the assumptions used in the operations modelling using
CalSim-11. As described in the DEIS, the Fall X2 RPA Action is
implemented in the operations modeling. The full set of CalSim-1I
outputs for existing and future conditions and all action alternatives were
included in the DEIS DVD, which was mailed to all stakeholders on the
SLWRI mailing list. However, the results presented in the Attachment 1
to the Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems Technical Report were
incorrectly summarized in the DEIS. These tables have been revised to
correctly summarize the data. Please see the updated information on X2
position in Tables 2-97 through Table 2-120 that show compliance of
Fall X2 RPA action requirements.

NRDC1-70: Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, “CALSIM,” of DEIS Modeling
Appendix lists the assumptions used in the operations modelling using
CalSim-II. Part B of RPA Component 1, Action 1 — "First Flush" is
included in the DEIS operations modeling using CalSim-II. In the DEIS
operations modeling, Part A of the action (December 1-December 20) is
not implemented in the model because, it was considered unlikely or
rarely to occur on the basis of historical salvage data.

OMR flows reported in the DEIS in wet years during the month of
December are highly negative due to the following reasons. CalSim-II is
based on monthly time-steps, whereas the Part B of the RPA Action 1
contains a partial-month (14 day) action condition. Therefore, the action
is implemented in CalSim-I1 based on a day-weighted average approach.
The OMR regulation is only enforced starting Dec 21 and the monthly
average results do not explicitly show the partial-month requirements.
And there are a few wet years where the first flush does not occur until
January.

NRDC1-71: As stated in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic
Ecosystems,” Section 11.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” An increase
in Delta outflow of 200 to 300 cfs during dry or critical water years
would not result in significant impacts to Delta fisheries, particularly at
flows between 3,500 and 6,000, while a decrease in Delta outflow in
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November by around 700 cfs when outflows are higher in November
would also not result in significant impacts to Delta fisheries.

While Delta outflow criteria for delta and longfin smelt, as identified in
SWRCB 2010 (the cited report provided by the commenter), are not
always met under the action alternatives; they are also not always met
under the baseline conditions during those same years (Existing
Conditions and No-Action Alternative). Green sturgeon were not listed
in Table 2 of SWRCB 2010, Species of Importance, and page 53 of the
same report states “No specific Delta outflow requirements are
recommended for Chinook salmon.”

NRDC1-72: The Modeling Appendix, “Attachment 2 SRWQM,”
includes the output for all water temperatures and includes the water
years. While these results do show up in a monthly format, water
temperatures were not calculated as monthly temperatures. The
SRWQM calculates water temperatures in 6-hour intervals. These water
temperatures were used in the impact assessment, even though the
monthly values were shown in the figures.

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-10, “Methodology
for Evaluating Fisheries Impacts.”

NRDCL1-73: The Modeling Appendix, “Attachment 2 SRWQM,”
includes the output for all water temperatures and includes the water
years. While these results do show up in a monthly format, water
temperatures were not calculated as monthly temperatures. The
SRWQM calculates water temperatures in 6-hour intervals. These water
temperatures were used in the impact assessment, even though the
monthly values were shown in the figures.

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-10, “Methodology
for Evaluating Fisheries Impacts.”

NRDC1-74: The assumptions in the modeling used in support of the
DEIS included the 2008/2009 BO's as well as the most recent versions
of regulatory conditions. Specific details of the assumptions, included in
the CalSim Il modeling, are included in the Modeling Appendix. As
stated in the Modeling Appendix, “It is assumed that either VAMP, a
functional equivalent, or SWRCB D-1641 requirements would be in
place in 2020. CVP and SWP VAMP export restrictions during the
April 15 to May 15 pulse period were not included in CalSim-I1
modeling.”

NRDCL1-75: While it is likely that the resource agencies will step in and
cease operations before take limits are reached, Reclamation cannot
assume at this stage that this will occur. Based on modeling results, if
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the resource agencies fail to take this step, these are the number of fish
that would be entrained under the operational scenarios. The differences
under each action alternative are shown in separate tables in Chapter 11,
“Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section 11.3.3, “Direct and
Indirect Effects,” which show that minimal changes from the baseline
conditions would occur. If, however, resource agencies require
operations to cease before reaching take limits, then no impact to the
listed species would occur.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1, “Compliance with
the Endangered Species Act.”

NRDC1-76: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report, Attachment 11,
“California Red-legged Frog Habitat Assessment Report 2012,”
provides information on the California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii)
(CRLF) site assessments that were conducted during 2010 and 2012.
Following the USFWS guidance, Reclamation conducted CRLF site
assessments that included the southern and southwestern portions of
Shasta Lake and a standard 1.0-mile radius buffer area.

The Wildlife Resources Technical Report, Attachments 18 — 23, provide
information on CRLF Habitat Assessments for potential downstream
restoration areas.

NRDCL1-77: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance,” and Master Comment Response CEQA-2,
“CEQA Mitigation.”

NRDCL1-78: Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” describes the baselines for
comparison. Multiple baselines are used to allow for informed decision-
making by describing the 1) differences in the no-action/no-project
alternative as compared to the action alternatives and 2) existing
conditions as compared to the action alternatives. Efforts were made to
simplify the document as much as feasible while meeting the needs to
disclose environmental effects to the extent required to meet current
legal requirements for full disclosure, including multiple baselines.

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

NRDC1-79: As stated in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” the Final EIS is
being published along with the Final Feasibility Report. The Final
Feasibility Report incorporates information contained in the Final EIS
by reference, and will be used to determine the type and extent of
Federal interest in enlarging Shasta Dam and Reservoir. The Final EIS
and the Final Feasibility Report will be used together to support the
Federal decision. Analysis for the DEIS relied on the updated USFWS
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2008 Revised Biological Opinion on the Coordinated Operations of the
Central Valley Project and State Water Project in California. (USFWS
2008) and the NMFS 2009 Revised Biological Opinion on the Long-
Term Central Valley Project and State Water Project Operations Criteria
and Plan (NMFS 2009).

The Draft Feasibility Report was not incorporated by reference into the
DEIS. The feasibility report has been updated to reflect the 2008 and
2009 BOs.

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

NRDC1-80: As stated in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” the Final EIS is
being published along with the Final Feasibility Report. The Final
Feasibility Report incorporates information contained in the Final EIS
by reference, and will be used to determine the type and extent of
Federal interest in enlarging Shasta Dam and Reservoir. The Final EIS
and the Final Feasibility Report will be used together to support the
Federal decision. There is no NEPA requirement to update the
feasibility report.

NRDC1-81: Comment noted.

NRDC1-82: A discussion of the key indicators of climate change in
California based on California Environmental Protection Agency's
publication, “Indicators of Climate Change in California,” (2013) is
presented in Chapter 2, “Summary of Previous Studies of Climate
Change in the Study Area,” of the Climate Change Modeling Appendix
of the EIS.

NRDC1-83: As described in DEIS Chapter 5, “Air Quality and
Climate” Section 5.2, “Regulatory Framework,” CEQ issued guidance
on including GHG emissions and climate change impacts in
environmental review documents under NEPA. CEQ’s guidance (issued
February 18, 2010) suggests that Federal agencies “consider
opportunities to reduce GHG [(greenhouse gas)] emissions caused by
proposed Federal actions, adapt their actions to climate change impacts
throughout the NEPA process, and address these issues in their agency
NEPA procedures.” The following are the two main factors to consider
when addressing climate change in environmental documentation:

e The effects of a proposed action and alternative actions on GHG
emissions

e The impacts of climate change on a proposed action or
alternatives
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Effects of the no-action and action alternatives on GHG emissions are
discussed in Chapter 5, “Air Quality and Climate,” Section 5.3,
“Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures.”

Cumulative effects of climate change on resource areas are discussed in
the “Cumulative Effects” sections in each of the resource section
chapters of the DEIS. In addition, the Climate Change Modeling
Appendix provides an assessment of the potential to achieve the
objectives of the SLWRI under projected future climate change. (See
CC-1 for a description of the differences between the Appendix and the
information used in the DEIS chapters).

Because of the very uncertainty related to how global climate change
will impact runoff and water temperatures at a regional or local scale,
the quantitative analysis of future operational scenarios becomes
speculative and must, by nature incorporate a number of scenarios, each
of which may be more or less likely than other scenarios. Reclamation
used the best available information and science in developing Chapter 5,
“Air Quality and Climate,” and the Climate Change Modeling
Appendix.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate Change
Uncertainty and Related Evaluations.”

NRDC1-84: Please refer to Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate
Change Uncertainty and Related Evaluations.”

NRDC1-85: As described in DEIS Chapter 5, “Air Quality and
Climate,” Section 5.2, “Regulatory Framework,” CEQ issued guidance
on including GHG emissions and climate change impacts in
environmental review documents under NEPA. CEQ’s guidance (issued
February 18, 2010) suggests that Federal agencies “consider
opportunities to reduce GHG [(greenhouse gas)] emissions caused by
proposed Federal actions, adapt their actions to climate change impacts
throughout the NEPA process, and address these issues in their agency
NEPA procedures.” The following are the two main factors to consider
when addressing climate change in environmental documentation:

e The effects of a proposed action and alternative actions on GHG
emissions

e The impacts of climate change on a proposed action or
alternatives

Effects of the no-action and action alternatives on GHG emissions are
discussed in Chapter 5, “Air Quality and Climate,” Section 5.3,
“Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures.”

33.10-364 Final — December 2014



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

Cumulative effects of climate change on resource areas are discussed in
the “Cumulative Effects” sections in each of the resource section
chapters of the DEIS. In addition, The Climate Change Modeling
Appendix provides an assessment of the potential to achieve the
objectives of the SLWRI under projected future climate change. (See
CC-1 for a description of the differences between the Appendix and the
information used in the DEIS chapters).

Because of the very uncertainty related to how global climate change
will impact runoff and water temperatures at a regional or local scale,
the quantitative analysis of future operational scenarios becomes
speculative and must, by nature incorporate a number of scenarios, each
of which may be more or less likely than other scenarios. Reclamation
used the best available information and science in developing Chapter 5,
“Air Quality and Climate,” and the Climate Change Modeling
Appendix.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate Change
Uncertainty and Related Evaluations,” and Master Comment Response
CC-2, “Climate Change Projections.”

NRDC1-86: Reclamation as the lead agency has determined the
appropriate baseline assumptions and tools for analysis and has
consulted other agencies, tribal members, and the public through the
scoping process. Please see Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and
Water Management,” Section 6.3.1, “Methods and Assumptions,” and
the Modeling Appendix for a further discussion on this topic. The EIS
relies on the most current RPAs in the 2008 and 2009 Biological
Opinions that avoid jeopardy.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General,” Master Comment Response DSFISH-2, “Other
Fisheries Models and Tools,” Master Comment Response ALTS-1,
“Alternative Selection,” and Master Comment Response ESA-1,
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act.”

NRDC1-87: The discussion of cumulative impacts within each resource
area (Chapters 4-25) focuses on significant and potentially significant
cumulative impacts, and mitigation is provided for adverse cumulative
impacts, where feasible. As described in EIS Chapter 3, “Considerations
for Describing Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences,” cumulative impacts were evaluated both qualitatively
and quantitatively.

Quantitative cumulative impacts evaluations were generally based on
evaluations using existing and future conditions modeling. Modeling for
both existing and future conditions reflect operations described in the
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2008 Reclamation Long-Term Operation BA and operational
requirements in the 2008 USFWS BO and the 2009 NMFS BO, as
described in Table 2-2 of the Modeling Appendix. Existing conditions
modeling was based on a 2005 level of development and current
facilities, as defined in 2012 (referred to as a 2005 baseline). Future
conditions (No-Action Alternative) modeling was based on a projected
2020 level of development for the Sacramento Valley, a projected 2030
level of development for the San Joaquin Valley, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects and facilities (referred to as a 2030 baseline).

The Final EIS has been revised to reflect, for each resource category,
where the analysis of cumulative impacts was quantitative, and where
the analysis was qualitative. For example, cumulative effects on
hydrologic conditions for the proposed project were analyzed
quantitatively using modeling runs with the No-Action Alternative
(future conditions) compared to modeling runs with existing conditions.
The No-Action Alternative was compared to existing conditions to
identify the cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable future projects
and conditions on hydrologic conditions. Similarly, project alternatives
were compared to existing conditions (thus satisfying CEQA
requirements) and to the No-Action Alternative (satisfying NEPA
requirements) to identify the combined cumulative effect of project
alternatives and other foreseeable projects and facilities. As described
above, the SLWRI No Action Alternative (2030 baseline) includes
forecasted 2020-2030 level of development and related demands for
water. This quantitative analysis of cumulative impacts for hydrologic
conditions is beyond perfunctory.

Another example of a quantitative analysis can be found in Chapter 5,
“Air Quality and Climate.” For the analysis of cumulative impacts on
air quality for the project, a quantitative assessment of effects was made
to assess the regional cumulative impacts on air quality quantitatively
using modeling analyses. As described in Chapter 5, “Air Quality and
Climate,” significance thresholds for the Shasta County Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) are defined in the Shasta County
General Plan (SCAQMD 2004). The analysis of local cumulative
impacts is based on both the plan approach, which defines impact
thresholds, and the list approach, which identifies projects that may emit
pollutants in the same area as the SLWRI. SCAQMD standards for
criteria pollutants have been established to limit the emissions of
individual projects when considering the cumulative effect of all
projects on regional pollutant concentrations. Therefore, a significant
direct project impact would also be a cumulatively considerable
incremental contribution to a significant cumulative impact. This
quantitative analysis of cumulative impacts for air quality conditions is
beyond perfunctory.
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As a related example, the cumulative effect of the SLWRI
comprehensive plans in combination with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects is evaluated in the EIS for climate
change on a quantitative basis. The ways in which the project would
affect GHG production are described in Chapter 5, “Air Quality and
Climate.” The Climate Change Modeling Appendix provides a summary
of global climate forecasts and a discussion of the cumulative
implications of climate change for California water resources. This
appendix also includes quantitative analyses of climate change for
selected comprehensive plans on relevant resource areas. The discussion
of climate change implications provided in the Climate Change
Modeling Appendix provides context for consideration of cumulative
conditions. The cumulative effects analysis of the SLWRI was tiered to
the CALFED analysis with updated projects and modeling. Reclamation
believes that this analysis of cumulative impacts is more than
perfunctory, satisfies NEPA requirements, and provides a “useful
analysis of the cumulative impacts of past, present and future projects”
as referenced by the commenter.

Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-2, “Cumulative
Impacts.”

NRDC1-88: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1,
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan,” and
Master Comment Response EI-7, “Bay Delta Conservation Plan Too
Speculative to Provide Meaningful Quantitative Cumulative Analysis in
SLWRI EIS.”

NRDC1-89: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1,
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan,”
Master Comment Response EI-7, “Bay Delta Conservation Plan Too
Speculative to Provide Meaningful Quantitative Cumulative Analysis in
SLWRI EIS.”

NRDC1-90: Both the North-of-Delta Offstream Storage Investigation
(Sites Reservoir) and the Upper San Joaquin River Basin Storage
Investigation (Temperance Flat) are still planning studies with multiple
potential alternatives. Because actions have not been authorized for
either study by Congress at this time, Reclamation considers that a
selection of any one alternative is too speculative at this point in time for
consideration in the quantitative analysis. Both studies are considered in
the qualitative cumulative effects analysis and considered in the
cumulative effects analysis for relevant resource areas throughout the
DEIS qualitatively in combination with one another. The text in Chapter
3, “Considerations for Describing Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences,” of the Final EIS has been amended to
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reflect project updates for the storage projects in the assessment of
qualitative cumulative impacts.

Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-7, “Bay Delta
Conservation Plan Too Speculative to Provide Meaningful Quantitative
Cumulative Analysis in SLWRI EIS," and Master Comment Response
NEPA-2, “Cumulative Impacts.”

NRDC1-91: It is unlikely that any of the regulatory requirements,
including those established in the BOs or by the SWRCB, 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.”

Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-2, “Cumulative
Impacts.”

NRDC1-92: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance,” and Master Comment Response CEQA-2,
“CEQA Mitigation.”

NRDC1-93: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

NRDCL1-94: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1,
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response
ALTD-2, “Alternative Development- Anadromous Fish Survival,” and
Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative Development- Water
Supply Reliability.”

NRDC1-95: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1,
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment
Response CR-11, “Cultural Resources and NEPA.”

NRDC1-96: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-15,
“National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultations.”

NRDCL1-97: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1,
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment
Response CR-11, “Cultural Resources and NEPA.”

NRDC1-98: 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.”

33.10-368 Final — December 2014



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

NRDC1-99: 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.”

NRDC1-100: 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,” and Master Comment
Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General.”

NRDC1-101: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River.”

NRDC1-102: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development- Water Supply Reliability," Master Comment
Response CEQA-1, “CEQA Compliance," Master Comment Response
WASR-6, “Protections of the Lower McCloud River as Identified in the
California Public Resources Code, Section 5093.542," and Master
Comment Response NEPA-1 “Sufficiency of EIS.”

NRDC1-103: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development- Water Supply Reliability, “Master Comment
Response CEQA-1,” “CEQA Compliance,” Master Comment Response
NEPA-1, “Sufficiency of the EIS,” Master Comment Response CR-1,
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response
CR-11, “Cultural Resources and NEPA,” WASR-1, “Eligibility of the
McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,” and Master
Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development- Anadromous
Fish Survival.”

NRDC1-104: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS.”
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