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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 

CWC 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 

PGE5 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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33.10.1 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 
EI-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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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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33.10.3 CalTout 
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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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CALT-26: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

33.10.4 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 
CFCA1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response 
COMMENTPERIOD-1, “Comment Period.” 

CFCA1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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CFCA1-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

CFCA1-4: 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.” 

CFCA1-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some 
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.” 

CFCA1-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition,” and Master Comment Response CR-3 “Current Effects to 
Cultural Resources.” 

CFCA1-7: Reclamation does not control the activities of individual 
CVP Contractors.  Reclamation did not participate in the purchase of the 
club on the McCloud River. 

CFCA1-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal 
Recognition.” 

CFCA1-9: 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. 

CFCA1-10: 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.” 

CFCA1-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-11, 
“Inundation Zone/Reservoir Buffer.” 

CFCA1-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

CFCA1-13: 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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CFCA1-14: 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. 

CFCA1-15: 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. 

CFCA1-16: 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.” 

CFCA1-17: 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. 

CFCA1-18: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, 
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

CFCA1-19: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, 
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

CFCA1-20: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, 
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

CFCA1-21: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, 
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

CFCA1-22: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1 
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.” 

CFCA1-23: 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.” 

CFCA1-24: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-2, 
“Unsubstantiated Information.” 

CFCA1-25: 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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Responses to Comments from Citizens for Clean Air 
CFCA2-1: Comment noted. 

CFCA2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of the EIS.” 
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CFCA2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

CFCA2-4: 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.” 

CFCA2-5: 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. 

CFCA2-6: 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 
CFCA3-1: 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.”CWC-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, 
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” 

CWC-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-II 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. 

CWC-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.” 

CWC-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.” 

CWC-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. 

CWC-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. 

CWC-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.” 

CWC-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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CWC-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. 

CWC-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-77: 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.” 

CWC-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.” 

CWC-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.” 

CWC-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.” 

CWC-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.” 

CWC-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.” 

CWC-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. 

CWC-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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