Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

33.10 Comments from Special Interest Groups and
Responses

This section contains copies of comment letters (and any attachments)
from the special interest groups listed in Table 33.10-1. As noted
previously, each comment in the comment letters was assigned a
number, in sequential order (note that some letters may have more than
one comment). The numbers were then combined with an abbreviation
for the organization (example: AQUA-1).

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

Table 33.10-1. Special Interest Groups Providing Comments on Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Abbreviation Special Interest Group
AQUA AquAlliance
BEC Butte Environmental Council
CALT CalTrout
CCHOA Campbell Creek Homeowners Association
CFBF California Farm Bureau Federation
CFCA1 Citizens for Clean Air
CFCA2 Citizens for Clean Air
CFCA3 Citizens for Clean Air
cwcC California Wilderness Coalition and Friends of the River
EMAI EMA, Inc.
EPIC Environmental Protection Information Center
EWC Environmental Water Caucus
FOTDW1 Friends of the Delta Watershed
FOTDW2 Friends of the Delta Watershed
FOTDW3 Friends of the Delta Watershed
FOTDW4 Friends of the Delta Watershed
FOTR1 Friends of the River
FOTR2 Friends of the River
IOSDE International Organization for Self-Determination and Equality
LAFO Dale La Forest & Associates
LCDA Lakehead Community Development Association
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Table 33.10-1. Special Interest Groups Providing Comments on Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (contd.)

Abbreviation Special Interest Group
LHMWC1 Lakeshore Heights Municipal Water Company
LHMWC2 Lakeshore Heights Municipal Water Company
NCPA Northern California Power Agency
NRDC1 Natural Resources Defense Council
NRDC4 Natural Resources Defense Council
NWHN1 Northstate Women’s Health Network
NWHN2 Northstate Women’s Health Network
PFT1 Pacific Forest Trust
PFT2 Pacific Forest Trust
PGE1 Pacific Gas & Electric Company
PGE2 Pacific Gas & Electric Company
PGE3 Pacific Gas & Electric Company
PGE4 Pacific Gas & Electric Company
PGES5 Pacific Gas & Electric Company
PGE6 Pacific Gas & Electric Company
PORG Porgans & Associates
PPLU Plumbers and Pipefitters Local Union #228
RCOR Rotary Club of Redding
RFC Rivers for Change
SCCC Shasta County Coordination Committee
SCSHA Salt Creek Summer Homesites Association
SLBOA Shasta Lake Business Owners Association
SLFP Sacred Land Film Project
SRPT Sacramento River Preservation Trust
STCDA Save The California Delta Alliance
TCPC The California Parks Company
TNC The Nature Conservancy
TRE The River Exchange
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AquAlliance

Responses to Comments from AquAlliance
AQUA-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

AQUA-2: The EIS acknowledges that the banks of the reservoir (Shasta
Lake) have been subjected to erosional processes resulting in the
appearance of what Chapter 19, “Aesthetics and Visual Resources,”
describes as the “bathtub ring” effect. This effect is common to
reservoirs used for water storage, hydropower purposes and flood
control benefits. The vegetation clearing plan outlined in Chapter 2,
“Alternatives,” was developed to reduce the potential impacts of this
process on newly exposed areas in the short-term. A number of the EIS
chapters describe the current condition and potential environmental
effects of expanding this effect; specifically Chapter 4, “Geology,
Geomorphology, Minerals, and Soils,” Chapter 7, “Water Quality,”
Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources
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and Wetlands,” Chapter 14 “Cultural Resources,” and Chapter 18,
“Recreation and Public Access.”

AQUA-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General,” Master Comment Response P&N-1,
“Purpose and Need and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response
El-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of
Significant Environmental Impacts.”

AQUA-4: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a
final decision on the proposed project.
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33.10.2 Butte Environmental Council
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September 30, 2013

Katrina Chow, Project Manager

Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700

Sacramento, CA 95825

By email to; BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov

Subject: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated
June 2013

Butte Environmental Council (BEC) submits the following
response letter to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR)
regarding the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Concerned citizens of
the northern Sacramento Valley recognize that the federal
government's proposal to raise Shasta Dam, funded by U.S.
taxpayers, is part and parcel to a water grab that will socialize
the costs of water and its delivery for the 'profitable’ benefit of a
few. The proposal is flawed, environmentally destructive, and
will fail to meet intended objectives. California (and the USER)
must recognize the natural limits of the state's water supply and
learn to live within these boundaries. There exists no ‘new
water’ nor will the process of pouring more concrete guarantee the delivery of
more water.

BEC's policy statement regarding water identifies our concerns for Northern
Sacramento Valley water resources. Specifically, we believe that citizens should
have control over local resources; that Northern California's watersheds must be
protected for future generations; and that its ground and surface water must not
be exported out of the area to address misuse, waste, and over-allocation
elsewhere in the state. These comments focus on the flaws, environmental
impacts, and objective failures documented throughout the DEIS surrounding the
proposed action of raising Shasta Dam.
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According to the Bureau, the objectives of the dam raise echo the co-equal goals
of the BDCP to an extent. These goals fall into two operational categories:
(1) export operations — or, “increase water supply and water supply reliability,”
and (2) conservation operations — or more specifically, “increase survival of
anadromous fish populations in the upper Sacramento River ” and “maintain or
improve water quality conditions in the Sacramento River downstream from
Shasta Dam and in the Sacramento-San Joagquin Delta.”

Local control over local resources

This project is costly and may provide, theoretically, an insignificantly small
amount of water. [1] Recent stakeholder meetings in the area have provided
evidence that it is a universally unpopular project, which places financial backing
on U.S. taxpayers that are and will remain unaware of both their obligation and the
regional impacts to the environment and interests of local

residents. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service states this proposal will have
“negligible benefits” for threatened and endangered salmon and steelhead in the
Sacramento River. And it could drown the remaining homeland of the Winnemen
Wintu Tribe, including traditional cultural sites on the McCloud River still in use
today. The interests and benefits of residents north of the Delta must not be
suppressed by the greedy demands of south of Delta entities.

Protection for future generations

An 18.5-foot raise of Shasta Dam could, theoretically and periodically, flood nearly
1.5 miles of the McCloud and upper Sacramento Rivers. Both streams were
identified by the Forest Service as potential National Wild & Scenic Rivers and the
McCloud is protected under state law from dams and reservoirs. At stake are the
rivers' nationally significant wild trout fisheries, as well as outstandingly
remarkable scenic, geological, and Native American cultural values (particularly
for the McCloud). In addition, enlarging the reservoir could further effect
downstream flows in the Sacramento River to the detriment of the river's riparian
and aquatic habitats and the many threatened and endangered fish and wildlife
species that depend on these habitats. These flow modifications will adversely
affect a segment of the Sacramento River upstream of Red Bluff identified by the
BLM as eligible for Wild & Scenic protection and that has been proposed for
MNational Recreation Area designation. [2]

Eliminate operational conundrums that result in
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more water exported out of the hydrologic region

The Sacramento River hydrologic region is the headwaters of the state providing
on average 74% of the flow into the Delta. Building a higher dam will not
guarantee more water. Getting more water through the Delta is constrained: DWR
and independent experts have recognized and documented this fact. [3)
Regulatory, operational and infrastructure constraints limit the ability to
adaptively manage operations to support co-equal objectives regardless of
construction changes in and surrounding the Delta. 2013 was not a critical dry
year and Shasta releases for flood control did not occur early in the year.
However, there was concern in June that enough cold-water storage remained in
Shasta for fall- and winter-run Chinook. [4] In addition, significant water transfers
to SOD interests occurred, while NOD water users were left with unmet needs.

BEC requests that the federal government abandon this ill-conceived project now and into
perpetuity. The right decision to eliminate this project will save dollars for real projects with real
benefits for all citizens and the environment; will lessen the environmental damage already wreaked
by California's poorly designed water projects; and will uphald Native American interests and the
rights of the environment.

f you have questions please contact me or Carol Perkins, Water Policy Advocate, Butte
Environmental Council,

Sincerely,

Robyn DiFaleo, Executive Director

robynd@becnet.org

CC!
Dianne Feinstein, U.S. Senator for California

Barbara Boxer, U.S. Senator for California

[1] Biclogical opinions {BiOps) for salmon and smelt have reduced average camyover in Shasta by S80TAF, which
is incidentally neary the maximum firm waler supply (88TAF) that the ralse would generate for South Of Delta
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{S0D) intarests. The firm waler supply would only ba achievable without dedicated storage for camyover or cold
pool supplies.

Operational Effects of the Biological Opinions Using Planning Models .
September 7, 2001. Walter Bourez. MBK Engineers; and, SLWR/ DEIS. July
2013, USBR.

121 The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) conducted a Landowner and Stakeholder Workshop on
August 27, 2013 concerning a pilot ‘reintroduction’ project for Chinook salmon and
steelhead to tributaries above Shasta Lake. Alice Berg (NMFS) described that
approximately 80 to 90 percent of the historic spring-run Chinook salmon habitat
and nearly 100 percent of the historic winter-run Chinook salmon habitat has been
lost. Raising the dam could, theoretically, exacerbate these conditions by further
inundating upstream habitat and increasing the extent of warm water.

[3] "The project Plan documents make it clear that operations of the CVP and SWP resenwirs are governed by
BiOps or FERC licenses, and not BDCP. In addition, they note limited Aexibility in resernir operation due to cold
water pool management, particulary on Shasta and Folsom Resenoirs. In this way, the resenoirs are in effect
another constraint on BDCP (Chapter 3), rather than an asset for management,

Yet operations of these reservoirs greatly impact winter- and spring-run Chinook
habitat downstream. As Shown above, these operations contribute to the
significant impairment of flows of the Sacramento River and its major tributaries
and are a challenge when trying to meet the biological objectives of BDCP.
Additionally, these dams block access to holding, spawning and rearing habitat
that has far-reaching effects on winter- and spring-run Chinook salmon
populations (Williams, 2006, 2009). These Dams also support mitigation
hatcheries whose operations may be contributing to harm of native salmon (Moyle
etal., 2011)."

“... all three reservoirs are at or near dead pool for the last two years of the
drought cycle. Had water-year 1989 been closer in runoff to the other drought
years, dead pool conditions would have occurred for the last three years of the
six-year drought. Although a statement of the obvious, dead pool limits flexibility in
managing water supply and ecosystem needs, both immediately downstream and
in the Delta. This is likely to be of greatest concern for managing flow and
temperature needs of winter- and spring-run Chinook salmon, particularly under
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warming climate conditions. Changes in flow releases to meet the needs of listed
salmon are highly likely to impact export operations during dry periods.”

Fanel Review of the Draft Bay Defta Consenvation Plan: Prepared for the Nature Conservancy and American
Rivers. September 2013. Mount, Jeffrey; Fleenor, W . Gray, B.: Herbold, B.; Kimmerer, W, Saracino & Mount,
LLC.

[4] It's a balance of two issues, Mr. Wilson explained: “The amount of flow required to be released from Shasta
Resenwir to meet salinity standards versus this need to retain a sufficient cold water pool at Shasta for protection
of salman, meeting water quality standards, and also having camyover storage for next year,”

Delta Watermaster Craig Wilson, June 27, 2013 meeting of the Delta Stewardship
Council,

- SLWRI_DEIS_BEC comment Itr.pdf
FORK
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Dianne Feinstein, U5, Senator for California
Barbara Boxer, U.S. Senator for California

I Biological Fiﬂions (Bilps) for salmon and smelt kave reduced average carryover in Shasta by BOTAF, which
Operaiional Effecis of the gﬁufﬂga‘m.f Ohpinions Uising Planaing Models " September 7, 2000 Waller Bourez

MBK Engineers; and, SLHR! DEIS. July 2013, USBR.

* The 1.5, Bureau of Reclamatian {Reclamation) and the National Marine Fisherics Service (NMFS) conducted
& Landowner and Stakeholder Workshop on August 27, 2013 conceming a pilot ‘reintroduction” projeat for
Chinook salmon and steelhead o tributaries above Shasta Lake. Alice Berg {NMFS) described that
approximaiely 80 to 90 percent of the historic spring=run Chinook salmon habital and nearly 100 percent of the
historie winter-run Chinook salmon habitat has been lost. Raising the dam could, theorelically, exacerbate these
conditions by further inundating upstream habitat and increasing the exient of warm waler,

" “The praject Plan documents make il clear that operations of the CVP and SWP reservoirs are governed by
BiOps or FERC licenses, and nol BDCP, In addition, they note limited Aexibility in reservoir operation duc to
celd waler pool management, particularly on Shasta and Folsom Reservoirs, In this way, the reservoirs are in
elfect another constraint on BOCP (Chapter 3), rather than an asset for management.,

el operations of these reservoirs greatly impact winler- and spring-run Chinook habital downsiream. As
Shown above, these operations contribule Lo the significant impairment of Nows of the Sacramento River and its
major tributarics and are a challenge when irying to meet he biological objectives of BDCP. Additionally, these
dams block access o holding, spawning and reaning habital that has far-reaching effects on winter- and spring
run Chinook salmon populations (Williams, 2006, 2009). These Dams also supporl mitigation halcherics whase
operations may be contribuling Lo harm of nalive salmon (Moyle et al, 2011)."

.o all three reservoirs are at or near dead pool for the last twe years of the drought cycle. Had water-year 1989
been closer in runofT 1o the other drought vears, dead pool conditions would have sccurred for the last thres
years of the six-year drought. Although a stemert of the obvious, dead pool limits Mexibility in managing
water supply and ecosystem neads, both immedialely downsiream and in the Delta. Thas is likely lo be ol
greatest concern for managing flow and temperature aecds of winler- and spring-run Chinoak salmaon,
particularly under warming climate conditions. Changes in Mow releases 1o meet the needs of listed salmon are
highly likely 1o impoct expont operations during dry perieds.”

Panel Review of the Draft Bay Delia Conservarion Plan: Prepared for the Noture Conservancy and Anterican
Rivers. September 2013, Mount, Jefirey; Fleenor, W.; Gray, B.; Herbold, B.; Kimmeree, W, Saracino & Mounl,
LLC.

il = . . 1

I''s a balance of two issues, Mr, Wilson explained: “The amount of Mow reguired 1w be released from Shasta
Reservoir lo meet salinity siandards versus this need 10 retain a sufficient cold water pool al Shasta for
prolection of salmon, meeting water quality standards, and alse having carryover siorage for next year.”

Delta Watermaster Craig Wilson, June 27, 2013 meeting of the Delta Stewardship Council.

Responses to Comments from Butte Environmental Council
BEC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.”
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BEC-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-
1, “Range of Alternatives — General.”

BEC-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best
Available Information,” and Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

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

BEC-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS,” and Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent
of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts.”

BEC-6: The comment appears to reference the coequal goals of the
2009 Delta Reform Act, which are referenced in BDCP documentation.
SLWRI project objectives, which are described in EIS Chapter 2,
“Alternatives,” Section 2.1.2, “Project Objectives,” are generally
consistent with coequal goals of the 2009 Delta Reform Act of providing
a more reliable water supply for California and protecting, restoring, and
enhancing the Delta ecosystem.

BEC-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response Gen-1 “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

BEC-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts,” Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose
and Need and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTS-1,
“Alternative Selection,” and Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.”

BEC-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

BEC-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

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

BEC-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,”
Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the Lower
McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources Code,
Section 5093.542,” and Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
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to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

BEC-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River.”

BEC-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

BEC-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, “Available
Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir,” and Master Comment Response
RAH-3, “Dry Year Effects to Reservoir Storage,”

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

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

BEC-18: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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= DEIS Shasta Dam CalTrout_Sept_2013.pdf
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Responses to Comments from CalTrout

CALT-1: Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” of the EIS
has been revised to include additional information on impacts to
tributaries to Shasta Lake, including the Sacramento River and McCloud
River upstream from Shasta Lake. Under CP3, about 2,189 feet of the
Upper Sacramento River would be subject to inundation. Under CP3,
about 3,550 feet of the McCloud River would be subject to inundation.
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While the commenter is correct in the statement regarding anadromous
fish that is part of the existing condition and not an impact of any
alternatives evaluated in the EIS.

Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects to the
Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic River
System.”

CALT-2: 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.”

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

CALT-4: Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” of the EIS
has been revised to include additional information on impacts to
tributaries to Shasta Lake, including the Sacramento River and McCloud
River upstream from Shasta Lake. Under CP3, about 2,189 feet of the
Upper Sacramento River would be subject to inundation. Under CP3,
about 3,550 feet of the McCloud River would be subject to inundation.

While the commenter provides interesting commentary on the socio-
economic and ecologic historical conditions associated with the
McCloud River, it does not provide information relevant to the analysis
provided in this EIS.

Chapter 25, “Wild and Scenic River Considerations for McCloud
River,” of the EIS discloses the impacts to the McCloud River and the
relevant outstandingly remarkable values (e.g., wild trout fishery). The
commenter is incorrect in stating “during high pool miles of habitat
would be flooded.”

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

CALT-5: Based on comments on the DEIS, the EIS has been revised to
include a discussion of the Sacramento River in the context of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. Specifically, Chapter 17, “Land Use,” has been
revised to include this topic.

Reclamation has worked closely with private landowners throughout the
planning process to collect information and use the best available
science to support the NEPA process. Information included in both
Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystem,” Chapter 12, “Botanical
Resources and Wetlands,” Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” and
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Chapter 25, “Wild and Scenic River Considerations for McCloud
River,” is based on surveys and investigations performed on private
lands, including property currently owned by Westlands Water District.

Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects to the
Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic River
System.”

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

CALT-7: 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-4, “CRMP’s Responsibilities to
Maintain the Outstandingly Remarkable Values of the McCloud River.”

CALT-8: 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-4, “CRMP’s Responsibilities to
Maintain the Outstandingly Remarkable Values of the McCloud River.”

CALT-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8,
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.”

CALT-10: This comment is based on the Draft Feasibility Report.
However, the DEIS evaluated the effects of the SLWRI on all four runs
of Chinook salmon, as well as steelhead, green sturgeon and other
species found in the Sacramento River and Delta.

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

CALT-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-6,
“Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.”

CALT-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam,” 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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CALT-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master
Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat Restoration,” and Master
Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries Service
Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program, Doubling Goals
and Biological Opinions.”

CALT-14: The SLWRI DEIS does not include evaluations related to
economic feasibility because it is not required under NEPA.
Accordingly, the DEIS does not identify a “most economical”
alternative. As described in Master Comment Response COST/BEN-2,
“Comments Related to the SLWRI Feasibility Report,” updated
evaluations related to economic feasibility was included in the SLWRI
Final Feasibility Report.

Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS
and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” Master Comment Response
COST/BEN-3, “Estimated Increased Water Supply Reliability under
Action Alternatives,” and Master Comment Response COST/BEN-4,
“Non-monetary Benefits of Action Alternatives.”

CALT-15: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 18, “Recreation and Public
Access,” Section 18.1.1, “Recreation,” the different types of recreation
activities are discussed for the Shasta Lake area. Reclamation did not
designate a relative value for any one type of recreation over another for
the impact analysis. As discussed in the DEIS Modeling Appendix,
Chapter 10, “Recreational Visitation,” an increase in number of visitor
days is expected to increase for each of the action alternatives.

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

CALT-16: The primary goals of enlarging Shasta reservoir are to
improve water supply reliability and to enhance anadromous fish
survival conditions in the Sacramento River.

Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1, “Available Water to
Fill an Enlarged Reservoir,” providing an explanation on how an
enlarged reservoir would allow more storage of water by reducing flood
releases. Chapters 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water Management,”
and Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” contain results
showing the beneficial impacts of reservoir enlargement on water supply
reliability and anadromous fish survival conditions in the Sacramento
River. A detailed sensitivity analysis was conducted to assess the
potential impacts of project alternatives under various future climate
change scenarios and the results are summarized in the Climate Change
Modeling Appendix. Model results show that the proposed enlarged
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Shasta operation would result in both increased May and September
reservoir storage in both drier and wetter climates than during the
historical baseline period. Please refer to Figures 3-120 through 3-122 in
the Climate Change Modeling Appendix for more information on
changes in reservoir storages under climate change scenarios. Please
refer to Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate Change Uncertainty
and Related Evaluations,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives — General.”

CALT-17: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-3,
“Current Effects to Cultural Resources.”

CALT-18: Mitigation Measure WASR-3, “Develop and Implement a
Comprehensive Multi-scale Wild Trout Fishery Protection, Restoration
and Improvement Program Within the Lower McCloud River
Watershed,” in Chapter 25, Wild and Scenic River Considerations for
McCloud River was revised for the Final EIS. WASR-3 requires
Reclamation to work with the watershed stakeholders (e.g., CRMP
members) to include funding for the development a basin plan that
identifies deficient areas where riparian and watershed improvements
can be made and work with landowners to improve those areas.

CALT-19: WASR-3 requires Reclamation to protect, restore, and
improve aquatic habitat in the lower McCloud River watershed.

CALT-20: Comments received on the DEIS related to Impact WASR-4
resulted in developing a mitigation measure intended to evaluate
opportunities available to Reclamation that could potentially mitigate, to
some degree this impact if the SLWRI is authorized.

Currently, there is no authority available to Reclamation to consider the
types of mitigation proposed by the commenter.

CALT-21: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8,
“Effects to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and
Scenic River System,” and Master Comment Response WASR-3 “The
Shasta-Trinity National Forest LRMP and Protection of the Eligibility of
the McCloud River as a Wild and Scenic River .”

CALT-22: This comment is based on a flawed assumption that the
DEIS focuses on a single run of Chinook salmon. All runs of Chinook
salmon are evaluated in the DEIS, as well as all other species within the
Sacramento River and Delta (See Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic
Ecosystems,” Section 11.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects™). Please refer
to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development —
Anadromous Fish Survival,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
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“Range of Alternatives — General,” Master Comment Response
DSFISH-3 “Fish Habitat Restoration,” and Master Comment Response
DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan,
Anadromous Fish Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological
Opinions.”

CALT-23: Reducing flood damage along the Sacramento River is a
secondary objective of the project. Reclamation did not formulate
alternatives to address secondary objectives, but secondary objectives
were considered to the extent possible through pursuit of the primary
project objectives.

As described in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.1, “Management
Measures Common to All Action Alternatives,” of the DEIS, eight of
the management measures retained during the alternatives development
process are included, to some degree, in all of the action alternatives.
One of those is:

Modify Flood Operations — Potential modification of flood operations
would be considered for all action alternatives. Enlargement of Shasta
Reservoir would require alterations to existing flood operation
guidelines or rule curves, to reflect physical modifications, such as an
increase in dam/spillway elevation. The rule curves would be revised
with the goal of reducing flood damage and enhancing other objectives
to the extent possible.

The ability to pass the probable maximum flood (PMF) was a
consideration in the design of the SLWRI dam raise alternatives. As
summarized in Chapter 2 “Alternatives,” Section 2.3, “Action
Alternatives,” of the DEIS and described in detail in Chapter 2, “Dam
and Reservoir Raise Options,” of the Draft Engineering Summary
Appendix to the DEIS, the total discharge capacity of the existing
spillway is 186,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) at reservoir water surface
(RWS) elevation 1,065 (NGVD29). All action alternatives include an
additional 2-foot increase in the height of the full pool above the dam
raise height resulting from spillway modifications, including replacing
the three drum gates with six sloping, fixed-wheel gates. The total
discharge capacity of the raised spillway included in the action
alternatives is estimated to be 266,300 cfs.

CALT-24: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-9,
“Flow-Related Effects on Fish Species of Concern.”

CALT-25: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best
Available Information,” and Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”
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33.10.4

CALT-26: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

Campbell Creek Homeowners Association

Responses to Comments from Campbell Creek Homeowners
Association

CCHOA-1: If the project is authorized by Congress, formal verification
of site-specific impacts to structures affected by enlargement of the
reservoir would occur. In addition to guidance provided by Congress,
structures subject to Reclamation action will be verified consistent with
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970 and its associated amendments. Information
collected through this process for Recreational Residence Tracts cabins
will be provided to the USFS for its use in applying special use permit
terms to cabins under its jurisdiction. These terms are described in the
Real Estate Appendix of the DEIS and are as follows: “If during the
term of this permit the authorized officer determines that specific and
compelling reasons in the public interest require revocation of this
permit, this permit shall be revoked after 180 days written notice to the
holder, provided that the authorized officer may prescribe a shorter
notice period if justified by the public interest. The USFS shall then
have the right to relocate the holder’s improvements to another lot, to
remove them, or to require the holder to relocate or remove them, and
the USFS shall be obligated to pay an equitable amount for the
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improvements or for their relocation and damages resulting from their
relocation that are caused by the USFS.”

CCHOA-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-2,
“USFS’s Authority over Privately Owned Cabins on USFS Lands.”

CCHOA-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-2,
“USFS’s Authority over Privately Owned Cabins on USFS Lands.”

CCHOA-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-2,
“USFS’s Authority over Privately Owned Cabins on USFS Lands.”

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

CCHOA-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-2,
“USFS’s Authority over Privately Owned Cabins on USFS Lands.”

CCHOA-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-3,
“Relocation of Privately Owned Cabins on USFS Lands.”

CCHOA-8: As stated in Chapter 21, “Utilities Service,” Section 21.3.4,
“Direct and Indirect Effects,” of the DEIS, septic systems within the
project area are governed by Shasta County Development Standards.
Consistent with these standards, all septic system within 200 feet of the
new full pool waterline or 100 feet downslope of the new full pool
waterline would be demolished. Wastewater pipes, septic tanks,
vaults/pits, and leach fields would be abandoned in place. Relocation of
septic systems on private property would be done in one of two ways:
(1) construct new septic systems on the property of the affected home or
facility, where feasible; or (2) define a possible localized WWTP
alternative for homes that do not meet Shasta County requirements for
septic system separation from the lake. The general WWTP would
include a pressurized sewer collection system to transport wastewater
flows to several centralized package WWTPs. The EIS identifies the
likely construction of localized WWTPs for the areas of Salt Creek,
Sugarloaf/Tsasdi Resort, Lakeshore (possibly several plants), Antlers
Campground, Campbell Creek Cove, Bridge Bay Marina, Silverthorn
Resort, and Jones Valley. Additional localized WWTPs for cabins on
land held in USFS Special Use Permit will be evaluated following any
Congressional authorization of an action alternative and subject to USFS
permit terms and conditions.

CCHOA-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-2,
“USFS’s Authority over Privately Owned Cabins on USFS Lands.”
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33.10.5 California Farm Bureau Federation
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Responses to Comments from California Farm Bureau Federation
CFBF-1: Comment noted.

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

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

CFBF-5: Thank you for your comment. This comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a
final decision on the proposed project.
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33.10.6 Citizens for Clean Air
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Responses to Comments from Citizens for Clean Air
CFCAL-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response
COMMENTPERIOD-1, “Comment Period.”

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

CFCAL-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” Master Comment Response REC-1
“Effects to Recreation at Shasta Lake,” and Master Comment Response
SOCIOECON-1, “Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.”

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

CFCAL-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition,” and Master Comment Response CR-3 “Current Effects to
Cultural Resources.”

CFCAZ1-7: Reclamation does not control the activities of individual
CVP Contractors. Reclamation did not participate in the purchase of the
club on the McCloud River.

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

CFCAL-9: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a
final decision on the proposed project.

CFCAL-10: 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.”

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

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

CFCAL-13: We have reviewed the federal Environmental Appeals
Board rulings in the Knauf air quality rulings and have not found a
definite response related to whether Shasta County has been recognized
as an environmental justice community.

Please refer to Master Comment Response EJ-1, “Potential Effects to
Disadvantaged Communities.”
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CFCAZ1-14: This comment appears to be related to the Draft Feasibility
Report and not the DEIS, which is the subject of these responses. No
further response is required related to this NEPA document.

CFCAL-15: The Executive Summary for the DEIS summarizes the
pertinent information from the document in one location to make the key
findings more accessible to readers. The DEIS is also written in plain
language and uses appropriate graphics so that decision makers and the
public can readily understand them consistent with NEPA Regulations
40 CFR 1502.8. The purpose and need for the project is discussed in
Chapter 1, “Introduction,” which is two pages long. This section
provides a discussion of the water resources problems that the proposed
action addresses. The environmental justice chapter of the DEIS is 31
pages long and addresses the environmental justice community and
issues. Information on other related major water resources projects in
California is included in Section 3.2.9, “Cumulative Effects,” and is 34
pages long. While an effort was made to present information clearly and
concisely throughout the DEIS, NEPA and other regulatory
requirements dictate that a major project such as proposed in the DEIS is
thoroughly evaluated.

CFCAL-16: Potential impacts related to hydrology and flooding are
discussed in the EIS Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water
Management.”

Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1,
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity,” and Master Comment
Response RAH-1, “Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”

CFCAL-17: As displayed in the Engineering Summary Appendix
Plate 25, “Potential Borrow Sites,” currently operational commercial
borrow sources are listed as well as potential borrow sites around the
reservoir that are on federal land. The figure has been updated in the
Final EIS to include the names of the commercial borrow sites.

The proposed Moody Flats Quarry is not on Federal lands and is still in
the preliminary phases of environmental documentation (EIR is under
development), and accordingly, it was not identified as a borrow source
for the project. However, in response to public comment and
information recently made available by the quarry project proponents,
the Moody Flats Quarry is included in the cumulative effects analysis
and is described in Final EIS Chapter 3, “Considerations for Describing
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, Section 3.2.9,
“Cumulative Effects.” Further, Moody Flats Quarry is included in the
cumulative effects analysis within related resources chapters of the Final
EIS (Chapters 4 through 25), as appropriate.
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There are currently no plans for the creation of a “construction depot” or
temporary construction housing within the City of Shasta Lake. As
stated in the EIS Chapter 16, “Socioeconomics, Population, and
Housing,” a total labor force of 300 to 360 construction workers would
be needed depending on the chosen action alternative. It is also expected
that the labor force can come from within the primary study area.

CFCAL-18: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1,
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.”

CFCAL-19: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1,
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.”

CFCAL-20: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1,
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.”

CFCAL-21: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1,
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.”

CFCAL-22: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.”

CFCAI1-23: Reclamation does not control the activities of individual
CVP Contractors. Reclamation did not participate in the purchase of the
club on the McCloud River. 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.”

CFCAL-24: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-2,
“Unsubstantiated Information.”

CFCAL-25: Water released from Shasta Reservoir does flow into the
Sacramento River where it is delivered to CVP contractors in the
Sacramento Valley and also pumped from the South Delta for CVP
contractors south of the Delta. It is reasonable to assume that if the
BDCP were to be implemented, some water released from Shasta Dam
would be conveyed through the Delta conveyance facilities to
contractors south of the Delta. As described in Master Comment
Response BDCP-1, “Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta
Conservation Plan,” the BDCP is considered for the purposes of
evaluating potential cumulative impacts of the SLWRI. Further
speculation on implementation of the BDCP or similar programs is not
required by NEPA.

Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, “Relationship of
the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan,” Master Comment
Response WSR-1, “Water Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project
Benefits,” Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to
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Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts,”
Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural
Resources,” Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1,
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity,” Master Comment
Response REC-1, “Effects to Recreation at Shasta Lake,” Master
Comment Response REC-3, “Effects to Tourism at Shasta Lake,”
Master Comment Response ENG-2, “Borrow Materials,” and Master
Comment Response WASR-1, “Eligibility of the McCloud River as a
Federal Wild and Scenic River.”
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33.10.7 Citizens for Clean Air
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - official comment, shasta dam raising EIS
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1311

Sacramento, CA 95814 (

(916) 653-5656

RE: Immedute halt of pre-fire approved Sierra Pacific Industries (SP1) logging in the Battle
Creak Warershed

Dear Mr. Laird;

I am requesting your immediate response because of potential
irreparable harm to watersheds of the U.S. and recognized
endangered species.

In our previous letter to you, we noted how Sierra Pacific's own experts expressed concern for the
Battle Creek Watershed.

“The soil is now exposed to much more damage from the rain because the forest

canopy is not there to shelter it.” ~ Dr. Cajun James, Sierra Pacific scientist

Recently, a memo from William E. Snyder, Deputy Director, Resource Management, Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection, dated March 11, 2013 has come to our attention:

“Ata February 7, 2013 hearing, the Court [San Francisco Superior court] clarified that the
Pacific Fisher should be given candidacy status...Code s/s 2080 will apply to [the] fisher as a
candidate species...CAL FIRE must ensure that adequate measures to avoid take of Pacific
fisher are inclided in each plan it approves....so long as the Pacific fisher remains a candidate
species...RPF's will be expected to adequately scope and consider the possibility of take,
significant adverse impacts, and cumulative mpacts in their Plan lies within the current range of
species. "

The California Natural Resources Agency and Cal Fire have the authority to re-evahate this protected
species habitat in order to prevent irreparable harm,

Sierra Pacific is logging in the Battle Creek Watershed, using non-sustaimable practices.

hittps: im0 004 b comimail WD Pui= 2&ike Sadele Toc Thview= ot searchainbrak the 1 41ATa a0 ahsh? "
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WA DEFARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - official comment, shasta dam raising EIS

Last year m Shasta County, the Battle Creek Watershed was devastated by the Ponderosa Fire. The
Ponderosa Fire occurred after Sierra Pacific’s Timber Harvest Plan (THP) was approved.

\ Joes your agency intend to comply with the endangered species act and protect animals?
The Pacific Fishers' current  habitat must  be evaluated before clear-cutting is allowed to continue,

Page 1

The Battle Creek Alliance hired renowned Hydrologist Tom Myers, PhD to evaluate THP 2-12-026 in the
Battle Creck watershed. With a Ph.D and M.S. In hydrology'hydropeology (and more than 28 years
experience as a consultant, governiment planner, academic researcher, etc.), Mr. Myers expertise i this
situation should have been considered.

It 15 our understandmg that this esteemed Hydrologsts detatled analysis was largely ignored. In fact, it was
left out of your agency's *Rapid Assessment of Sediment from Clearcut Timber [Tarvest Activitics i the
Battle Creek Watershed, Shasta and Tehama County, California” study.

Was this done at Sierra Pacific's request? Please forgive us if our sources have misinformed us.

However, if this mformation i accurate and Sierra Pacific can change the accuracy of your studies behindg
closed doors, then this grievous error must be corrected by your agency in the new assessment Here are
some of the important ssues Hydrologst Tom Myers raised, before the mmpacts of last year's devastating
Ponderosa Fire in Shasta County occwred:

“The THP [timber harvest plan] provides insufficient mformation to assure that the Water Drafting
Plan has been designed to minimize damage to watershed and stream... This is the driest period of the
year throughout the watershed...SPI does not provide flow measurements or estimate flow for this
pericd at any of the proposed drafting sites so that the mpacts to the stream could be determined; it
15 unknown from the data n this THP whether 200 gpm will remove a small fraction of the flow or all
ofit. The following recommendations should be implemented to improve the protection of the Battle
Creek and Bailey Creek watershed.

. There should be specific passby flow requirement established, designed to minimize the loss of
habitat even if temporary.

. Drafting from the stream should not cause the flow to drop below the specified passby flow
requrement. . The THP should mchide an estimate of average and 2-and 10-year, 7-day low
flows at each of the [8] sites for comparison with the drafting rate.

. There should be a specific time inferval required between subsequent water drafts or a total
number of drafls allowed per day. Requirements that simultaneous drafing not occur are
nsufficient because drafts that are closely spaced n time can drain the stream for a long period.
. The THP should not allow any substantial channel damming to create a head for pumping. If
the stream level is to low to get the pump into, it is too low for a diversion.

L T O T L T ke T A Lo IR B - P L RS S S S TS I D1 S SRR am
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L3013 DEFARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - official comment, shasta dam raising EIS

[SPI states] the “majority of the precipitation... will occur in the form of snow.” the THP
provides no data or references to support this assertion.

Page 2 |

. The ITF report should be relied on only sparingly until the work can be repeated during a
wetter period so that sediment movement and erosion processes can actually be observed,

- SPI should complete watershed modeling that would consider the complete realm of flow and
sediment delivery changes in the watershed.

The cumulative analysis of sediment is...with a primary reliance on studies of other
waltersheds...without a map [of] the new clearcuts with the old, there is no way to assess even
qualitatively the potential for sediment movement among cuts. A similar review applies to the
discussion provided regarding peak flows.

. The cumulative impacts analysis should be redone with a complete flow and sediment model
created for the watershed. It could be used to assess the changes caused by past and
potentially to be caused by funure cuts. It will help to assess whether the watershed is
approaching a threshold where rapid changes could begin to oceur (Myers 2012)."

why was this information ignored? could you, Mr. Laird, and
g0ur agency have at least considered some of the questions
rought up in the above expert's detailed report?

are calling for an mmediate halt to Sierra Pacific's unsustainable logging practices in the Battle Creelc
Watershed, until the impacts of the Ponderosa Fire can be evaluated.

Every day we do not hear from you and your agency, we feel disenfranchised from the decision-making
process,

Irreparable harm may ocour if action is not taken.

Who will the pubic hold accountable if the Pacific Fisher
disappears forever? what will you tell your grandchildren?

Sincerely,

Marily Woodhouse, www.thebattlecreekalliance.org (530) 474-5803

hittps:Nmail.google.comimail Wil = 28ik= Sdoe2c TocT &wews ol&search=inbosiith= 14 16Ta 1A ZNahat? e

33.10-49 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

23013 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - oficiel comment, shasta dam ralsing EIS
Celeste Draisner, Secretary, Protectors of Anderson Health

Sharon Young, President, Protectors of North State Wetlands

Amold Erickson, Co-chair, Citizens for Clean Air

CC: Kamala Harrs, California Attorney General CC:Mr. Jared Blumenfeld, Region 9
Administrator CC:Matt Weiser, the Sacramento Bee CC: Gina McCarthy, EPA Administrator
CC: Forests forever CC: Earthjustice CC: Bruce Ross, Record Searchlight CC: Townsend Raimundo
Besler & Usher CC: John Mancasola, McConnell Foundation CC: Centerville Water District CC: Pedro
Lucero, David Murillo, Bureau of Reclamation CC: Earth Island Institute CC: Kevin Bundy, Center for
Biological Diversity CC: Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch CC: Epic CC: Joseph Snook, US ~ Observer CC:
Dr. Kathryn sullivan, National Oceanic and Atmospheric admin. CC:
Chief Counsel, Liane Randolph,California Resource Agency CC: Bill Jennings, executive director
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance CC: Brenda Haynes, Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation
District

Page 3
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Responses to Comments from Citizens for Clean Air
CFCAZ2-1: Comment noted.

CFCAZ2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS.”

33.10-50 Final — December 2014

55



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

CFCAZ2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

CFCAZ2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1,
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act,” and Master Comment
Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

CFCAZ2-5: The SLWRI does not alter critical habitat in the Battle Creek
watershed, and therefore does not include an assessment of the salmon
or habitat in Battle Creek.

CFCAZ2-6: Comment noted.
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33.10.8 Citizens for Clean Air
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Responses to Comments from Citizens for Clean Air
CFCAS3-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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33.10.9 California Wilderness Coalition and Friends of the River
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Responses to Comments from California Wilderness Coalition and
Friends of the River

CWC-1: Comment noted.
CWC-2: Chapter 28, “DEIS Distribution List,” lists the ten public

libraries which have hard copies of the DEIS available for the public,
including the following locations in the study area:
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Bureau of Reclamation, Northern California Area Office
16349 Shasta Dam Boulevard
Shasta Lake, CA 96019

Dunsmuir Branch Library
5714 Dunsmuir Avenue
Dunsmuir, CA 96025

Shasta County Public Library,
Redding Library

1100 Parkview Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

In addition, as described in Chapter 28, “DEIS Distribution List,” over
1,530 individuals, non-governmental organization, and private interested
parties received an electronic version of the DEIS in the form of a DVD.

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

CWC-4: Due to the considerable costs of reproduction, electronic
copies are provided to everyone on the mailing list. The CWC and
FOTR have been added to the mailing list.

Chapter 28, “DEIS Distribution List,” lists the ten public libraries which
have hard copies of the DEIS available for the public, including the
following locations in the study area:

Bureau of Reclamation, Northern California Area Office
16349 Shasta Dam Boulevard
Shasta Lake, CA 96019

Dunsmuir Branch Library
5714 Dunsmuir Avenue
Dunsmuir, CA 96025

Shasta County Public Library,
Redding Library

1100 Parkview Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

In addition, as described in Chapter 28, “DEIS Distribution List,” over
1,530 individuals, non-governmental organization, and private interested
parties received an electronic version of the DEIS in the form of a DVD.

CWC-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1,
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.”
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CWC-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1,
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation
Plan.”CW(C-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1,
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.”

CW(C-8: Modeling 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 therefore provides a significant
benefit to the run.

While the juvenile to adult return rates for all runs but winter-run
Chinook salmon run in the Sacramento River are unknown, the increase
in juvenile production during critical and dry water years would increase
the likelihood of increased adult returns. This shows a significant benefit
of the project because these are the years in which the Chinook salmon
populations, as well as steelhead, are at the greatest risk, as described by
NMFS in both their Draft and Final Recovery Plans (2009 and 2014).

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

CWC-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-4,
“Maintaining Sacramento River Flows to Meet Fish Needs and
Regulatory Requirements,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-8,
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.”

CWC-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

CWC-11: The USFWS Coordination Act Report referenced by the
commenter was based on outdated CalSim-11 modeling that does not
include the 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS BO operation
Reasonable and Prudent Alternative requirements. Additionally,
USFWS does not separate the benefits that the SLWRI provides, and
specifically targets, for water years in which cold water would otherwise
not be available - critical and dry years - particularly when these years
follow other critical, dry and/or below normal water years. Combining
all water years minimizes the benefits by including years in which
Shasta Lake would be operated as it would without the project.

The riparian, floodplain and side channel restoration components are not
mitigation for the SLWRI, but are restoration projects. While these can
be conducted without raising the dam, fish will benefit significantly
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more by having restored habitat, as well as a more reliable source of
cold water when cold water would otherwise not be available.

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

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

CWC-13: The purpose of the project, as described in Chapter 1,
“Introduction,” Section 1.2.1, “Project Purpose and Objectives,” of the
Final EIS, is to improve operational flexibility of the Delta watershed
system to meet specified primary and secondary project objectives. The
two primary project objectives are to (1) increase the survival of
anadromous fish populations in the Sacramento River, primarily
upstream from the RBPP, and (2) increase water supply and water
supply reliability for agricultural, M&I, and environmental purposes, to
help meet current and future water demands, with a focus on enlarging
Shasta Dam and Reservoir.

Primary project objectives are those which specific alternatives are
formulated to address. The two primary project objectives are
considered to have coequal priority, with each pursued to the maximum
practicable extent without adversely affecting the other. The most
efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta
Reservoir. The existing Shasta Reservoir cannot be reoperated to
benefit anadromous fisheries without impacting water supply reliability.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative
Development — Anadromous Fish Survival.”

CWC-14: 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
best way and most efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to
implement the SLWRI.

CWC-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

CWC-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-4,
“Maintaining Sacramento River Flows to Meet Fish Needs and
Regulatory Requirements,” Master Comment Response DSFISH-8,
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.”

CWC-17: Shasta will continue to be operated under the required
guidelines, as defined in the 2009 NMFS BO that includes working with
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the four Fisheries and Operation Technical Teams (including the
Sacramento River Temperature Technical Group) responsible for
adjusting operations to meet contractual obligations for water deliveries
and to minimize adverse effects on listed anadromous fish species.
These groups provide recommendations to the Water Operations
Management Team (WOMT), which then considers recommendations
from multiple work teams to inform changes in water operations. Also
see Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries
Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program,
Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.”

CWC-18: Mitigation Measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, “Botanical
Resources and Wetlands,” requires implementation of a riverine
ecosystem mitigation and adaptive management plan to avoid and
compensate for the impact of altered flow regimes on riparian and
wetland communities. This adaptive management plan has been
described in the Final EIS. See Master Comment Response CMS-1,
“EIS Mitigation Plan.”

CWC-19: Mitigation Measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, “Botanical
Resources and Wetlands,” requires implementation of a riverine
ecosystem mitigation and adaptive management plan to avoid and
compensate for the impact of altered flow regimes on riparian and
wetland communities. This adaptive management plan has been
described in the Final EIS. See Master Comment Response CMS-1,
“EIS Mitigation Plan.”

CWC-20: The discussion of fisheries impacts in Chapter 11, “Fisheries
and Aquatic Ecosystems,” referenced by the commenter is specific to
impacts to cold water habitat. Please refer to Master Comment Response
GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

CWC-21: Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” and the associated Water Quality
Technical Report provide a comprehensive discussion of the nature and
location of historic mining activities and existing features as they relate
to heavy metals and other water quality constituents. Under the No-
Action Alternative, the existing mine drainage issues will continue
consistent with abatement efforts of land owners and managers. With
the exception of an isolated area near the Bully Hill mine complex, there
are no abandoned or active mines that would be subject to inundation or
disturbance if the SLWRI project is implemented.

Discussion of water quality impacts on beneficial uses (e.g., cold water
habitat) is provided in Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” specifically Impacts
WQ-3 and WQ-6. Also refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5
“Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”
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CWC-22: The NMFS Final Recovery Plan states on page 151 of Table
5.5 “Mainstem Sacramento River Recovery Actions,” “Develop and
implement a river flow management plan for the Sacramento River
downstream from Shasta and Keswick dams that considers the effects of
climate change and balances beneficial uses with the flow and water
temperature” (NMFS 2014). The Recovery Plan does not provide
specific minimum flow requirements, but recommends the development
of a new plan, and Reclamation must, until such time as a new plan is
developed, follow the requirements established under the current BO.

CW(C-23: 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 Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program 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.

Under CP4, the additional 378,000 acre-feet of water in storage every
year will essentially act as a buffer against rising temperatures in the
spring and summer, allowing for colder releases from Shasta Reservoir
during critical periods when anadromous fish are most at risk. The
378,000 acre-feet of additional storage will be reserved for the cold
water pool alone, and cannot be accessed to meet contract demands,
regardless of water year type or contractor demand. While releasing
some of this stored water to improve flow conditions may be warranted
at certain times, the resulting drawdown in storage would decrease the
effectiveness of the cold water pool to act as a temperature buffer.
Therefore, it is important to recognize the tradeoffs between using the
additional storage to improve flow conditions or to improve temperature
conditions. Modeling of CP4 for the DEIS focused on maintaining cold
water storage as the highest priority, rather than on modifying flows
alone, because according to NMFS, one of the key risks to Chinook
Salmon populations is a “prolonged drought which depletes the cold
water pool in Shasta Reservoir or some related failure to manage cold
water storage” (NMFS 2009).

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

CWC-24: SLWRI action alternatives are anticipated to benefit
anadromous fish in the Sacramento River downstream from Shasta Dam.

Please see Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems.” Please refer
to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development —
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Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives — General.”

CWC-25: SLWRI action alternatives are anticipated to benefit
anadromous fish in the Sacramento River downstream from Shasta Dam.
Please see Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems.” Please refer
to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development —
Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives — General.”

CWC-26: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General.”

CWC-27: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

CW(C-28: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8,
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions,” and
Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat Restoration.”

CWC-29: The purpose of the project, as described in Chapter 1,
“Introduction,” Section 1.2.1, “Project Purpose Objectives,” of the Final
EIS, is to improve operational flexibility of the Delta watershed system
to meet specified primary and secondary project objectives. The two
primary project objectives are to (1) increase the survival of anadromous
fish populations in the Sacramento River, primarily upstream from the
RBPP, and (2) increase water supply and water supply reliability for
agricultural, M&I, and environmental purposes, to help meet current and
future water demands, with a focus on enlarging Shasta Dam and
Reservoir.

Primary project objectives are those which specific alternatives are
formulated to address. The two primary project objectives are
considered to have coequal priority, with each pursued to the maximum
practicable extent without adversely affecting the other. The most
efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta
Reservoir. The existing Shasta Reservoir cannot be reoperated to
benefit anadromous fisheries without impacting water supply reliability.

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative
Development — Anadromous Fish Survival.”

CWC-30: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8,
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish
Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions,” and
Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat Restoration.”
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CWC-31: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-3 “Fish
Habitat Restoration,”f Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National
Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration
Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions,” and Master
Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

CWC-32: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

CW(C-33: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before final
decision on the proposed project.

CWC-34: Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” and
Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the Final EIS were revised to
enhance the discussion of sensitive and special status species, including
impacts and mitigation measures.

CW(C-35: These impacts were addressed in Chapter 13, “Wildlife
Resources,” Section 13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” of the EIS
under Impact Wild-7, “Impacts on the Purple Martin and Its Nesting
Habitat includes the analysis of impacts to purple martin.” The Wildlife
Resources Technical Report — Attachment 3 (Breeding Bird Survey
Results — Breeding Bird Surveys 2007-2014) includes information on
purple martin surveys and the Wildlife Resources Technical Report has
been revised for the Final EIS to enhance the discussion of purple martin
and its nesting habitat. Revisions were also made to Impact Wild-7 and
Mitigation Measure Wild-7 in Chapter 13 of the Final EIS.

CW(C-36: Reclamation does not intend to revise the DEIS. Chapter 12,
“Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” and Chapter 13, “Wildlife
Resources,” of the Final EIS were revised to enhance the discussion of
sensitive and special status species, including impacts and mitigation
measures.CWC-37: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

CW(C-38: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

CWC-39: As fully described in Chapter 12, “Botany,” the riverine
ecosystem mitigation and adaptive management plan would, “mitigate to
the extent feasible any identified impacts of an altered Sacramento River
flow regime on existing riparian and wetland communities, and
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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).” The goals of the plan, which will also
serve as performance standards, will be to result in no net reduction in
the average amount of any of the following along the Sacramento River
from Shasta Dam to Colusa: (1) Channel migration in selected areas of
natural vegetation dominated by native species, (2) Overbank
inundation of natural vegetation dominated by native species in selected
areas, and (3) Regeneration of early-successional riparian vegetation
(e.g., cottonwood regeneration) in selected areas. The plan will reduce
impacts to riparian habitat to less than significant through modeling or
monitoring at representative locations to quantify impacts, evaluating
feasible modifications to the procedures for operating Shasta Dam to
reduce or eliminate adverse impacts and facilitate riparian habitat
establishment, and implementing mitigation actions that would expand
and improve riparian habitat.

CWC-40: The analysis in the DEIS was informed by the CALFED
Ecosystem Restoration Program study from March 2008.

CWC-41: Comment noted.
CWC-42: Comment noted.
CWC-43: Comment noted.
CWC-44: Comment noted.
CWC-45: Comment noted.
CWC-46: Comment noted.
CWC-47: Comment noted.
CWC-48: Comment noted.
CWC-49: Comment noted.
CWC-50: Comment noted.
CWC-51: Comment noted.
CWC-52: Comment noted.
CWC-53: Comment noted.

CWC-54: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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CW(C-55: The Mitigation and Adaptive Management Plan will be
developed in detail if an alternative is selected and a project is
authorized by Congress. The Final EIS includes additional information
related to many proposed mitigation measures, see the Preliminary
Environmental Commitments and Mitigation Plan Appendix.

CWC-56: Mitigation Measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, “Botanical
Resources and Wetlands,” requires implementation of a riverine
ecosystem mitigation and adaptive management plan to avoid and
compensate for the impact of altered flow regimes on riparian and
wetland communities. This adaptive management plan has been
described in the Final EIS. See Master Comment Response CMS-1,
“EIS Mitigation Plan.”

CWC-57: As discussed in Mitigation Measure Bot-7, the plan will be
consistent with and will support implementation of the Senate Bill 1086
program, and will be developed in coordination with USFWS, NMFS,
CDFW, and the Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum.

CW(C-58: As discussed in Mitigation Measure Bot-7, the plan will be
consistent with and will support implementation of the Senate Bill 1086
program, and will be developed in coordination with USFWS, NMFS,
CDFW, and the Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum.

CWC-59: Mitigation Measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, “Botanical
Resources and Wetlands,” requires implementation of a riverine
ecosystem mitigation and adaptive management plan to avoid and
compensate for the impact of altered flow regimes on riparian and
wetland communities. This adaptive management plan has been
described in the Final EIS. See Master Comment Response, CMS-1
“EIS Mitigation Plan.”

CWC-60: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

CWC-61: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-3, “The
Shasta-Trinity National Forest LRMP and Protection of the Eligibility of
the McCloud River as a Wild and Scenic River,” Master Comment
Response WASR-6, “Protections of the Lower McCloud River as
Identified in the California Public Resources Code, Section 5093.542,”
and Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects to the Eligibility of
Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic River System.”

CWC-62: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”
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CWC-63: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CWC-64: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CWC-65: Comment noted.

CWC-66: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CWC-67: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CWC-68: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CWC-69: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CWC-70: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CWC-71: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CWC-72: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CWC-73: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CWC-74: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River.”

CWC-75: The impact analysis under Impact WASR-1 in Chapter 25,
“Wild and Scenic River Considerations for McCloud River,” Section
25.4.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” is sufficient; this impact analysis
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was developed in close coordination with USFS, in its role as a
cooperating agency.

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

CWC-76: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-3, “The
Shasta-Trinity National Forest LRMP and Protection of the Eligibility of
the McCloud River as a Wild and Scenic River,” and Master Comment
Response WASR-4, “CRMP’s Responsibilities to Maintain the
Outstandingly Remarkable Values of the McCloud River.”

CWC-T77: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best
Available Information,” Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,”
Master Comment Response WASR-3, “The Shasta-Trinity National
Forest LRMP and Protection of the Eligibility of the McCloud River as a
Wild and Scenic River,” and Master Comment Response WASR-4,
“CRMP’s Responsibilities to Maintain the Outstandingly Remarkable
Values of the McCloud River.”

CW(C-78: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-3, “The
Shasta-Trinity National Forest LRMP and Protection of the Eligibility of
the McCloud River as a Wild and Scenic River.”

CWC-79: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-3, “The
Shasta-Trinity National Forest LRMP and Protection of the Eligibility of
the McCloud River as a Wild and Scenic River,” and Master Comment
Response WASR-4, “CRMP’s Responsibilities to Maintain the
Outstandingly Remarkable Values of the McCloud River.”

CW(C-80: 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.”

CW(C-81: 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 CMS-1, “EIS
Mitigation Plan.”

CWC-82: 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.”
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CWC-83: 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.”

CWC-84: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CW(C-85: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CW(C-86: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

CW(C-87: The affected environment and impacts sections of Chapter 17,
“Land Use and Planning,” of the EIS has been revised to include a
discussion of Forest Service roadless areas adjacent to Shasta Lake.

CW(C-88: The affected environment and impacts sections of Chapter 17,
“Land Use and Planning,” of the EIS has been revised to include a
discussion of Forest Service roadless areas adjacent to Shasta Lake.

CWC-89: The DEIS Chapter 19, “Aesthetics and Visual Resources,”
describes the visual impact on scenic land values throughout the primary
study area which contains the Whiskeytown -Shasta-Trinity National
Recreation Area (NRA). Chapter 17, “Land Use and Planning,”
considers the impacts on land use within the primary study area with
consideration to the impacts on the NRA.

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

CWC-90: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4,
“Relocation of Recreation Facilities,” Master Comment Response
REC-5, “Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal
Lands,” and Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects to Private
Residences and Businesses.”

CWC-91: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4,
“Relocation of Recreation Facilities,” Master Comment Response
REC-5, “Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal
Lands,” and Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects to Private
Residences and Businesses.”

CWC-92: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1
“Sufficiency of EIS.”
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33.10.10 EMA, Inc.

Response to Comment from EMA, Inc.
EMAI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1,
“Addition to the Mailing List.”
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33.10.11 Environmental Protection Information Center
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Responses to Comments from Environmental Protection
Information Center

EPIC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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EPIC-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General.”

EPIC-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master
Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

EPIC-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FM-6, “Effects to
Downstream Flooding.”

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

EPIC-6: The EIS, Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” includes a discussion of
heavy metals and the associated impacts. Mitigation measures have been
developed to ensure that the one known site (Bully Hill area) will be
addressed. In addition Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” of the EIS includes a
comprehensive list of environmental commitments, including
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to ensure
compliance with relevant water quality requirements.

EPIC-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to
Recreation at Shasta Lake,” and Master Comment Response PLAR-1,
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.”

EPIC-8: Reclamation is unaware of where the language referenced is
used in the EIS.

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

EPIC-9: As described in EIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” and
summarized in Table 2-24, “Summary of Major Benefits of Action
Alternatives,” under the various action alternatives total storage
increases by 256,000 acre-feet (6.5 foot raise), 443,000 (12.5 foot raise),
or 634,000 acre-feet (18.5 foot raise).

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative
Development — Water Supply Reliability,” and Master Comment
Response WSR-8, “Action Alternatives Don’t Meet All Water
Demands.”

EPIC-10: Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” of the EIS
has been revised to include additional information on impacts to
tributaries to Shasta Lake, including the Sacramento River and McCloud
River upstream from Shasta Lake. Under CP3, about 2,189 feet of the
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Upper Sacramento River would be subject to inundation. Under CP3,
about 3,550 feet of the McCloud River would be subject to inundation.

While the commenter suggest that the DEIS discloses significant
environmental impacts to the McCloud, Pit and Sacramento Rivers, this
statement is incorrect with respect to the Pit River.

Chapter 25, “Wild and Scenic River Considerations for McCloud
River,” of the EIS discloses the impacts to the McCloud River and the
relevant outstandingly remarkable values (e.g., wild trout fishery).

The commenter suggests that the SLWRI is a “threat to salmonid
conservation objectives in Northern California watersheds.” This
statement is inconsistent with one of the primary objectives of the
SLWRI - Increase the survival of anadromous fish populations in the
Sacramento River.

EPIC-11: 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.”

EPIC-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-2,
“Federal Recognition.”

EPIC-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-2,
“Unsubstantiated Information,” Master Comment Response GEN-4,
“Best Available Information,” and Master Comment Response GEN-7,
“Rules and Regulations for Water Operations under Action
Alternatives.”

EPIC-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1,
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan,” and
Master Comment Response FRACK-1, “Water Supply Used for
Fracking.”

EPIC-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS,” and Master Comment Response NEPA-2
“Cumulative Impacts.”

EPIC-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”

EPIC-17: Please refer to Master Comment Response RE-1, “Reservoir
Evaporation.”
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EPIC-18: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.”

EPIC-19: The important issue is the severity of future drought
conditions. Please refer to Figures 3-120 through 3-122 in the Climate
Change Modeling Appendix where it is shows that an enlarged Shasta
can potentially mitigate the severity of future droughts.

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

EPIC-20: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability,” Master
Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development — Anadromous
Fish Survival,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives — General.”

EPIC-21: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best
Available Information.”

EPIC-22: The potential environmental consequences of the project
alternatives as they relate to cultural resources, agriculture and
important farmland and cultural resources are discussed in Chapter 14
“Cultural Resources,” Chapter 10, “Agriculture and Important
Farmland,” and Chapter 24, “Environmental Justice.”

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