Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

33.9 Comments from Regional and Local Governments and
Agencies and Responses
This section contains copies of comment letters (and any attachments)
from the regional and local governments agencies listed in Table 33.9-1.
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 local agency (example: COSL-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 section in that order.
Table 33.9-1. Regional and Local Governments and Agencies Providing
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Abbreviation
Agency
CCWD1

Contra Costa Water District

CCWD2

Contra Costa Water District

COSL1

City of Shasta Lake

COSL2

City of Shasta Lake

COSL3

City of Shasta Lake

EBMUD

East Bay Municipal Utility District

GLWD

Grassland Water District

MGCSD

Mountain Gate Community Services District

REDD

City of Redding

REU

Redding Electricity Utility, City of Redding

SCBS

Shasta County Board of Supervisors

SCBS2

Shasta County Board of Supervisors

SCVWD

Santa Clara Valley Water District

SEWD

Stockton East Water District

SLDMWA

San Luis & Delta Mendota Water Authority

SWC

State Water Contractors
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33.9.1 Contra Costa Water District
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Responses to Comments from Contra Costa Water District
CCWD1-1: The requested information was mailed to Mr. Matt Moses
in July 2013.
CCWD1-2: The requested information was mailed to Mr. Matt Moses
in July 2013.
CCWD1-3: The requested information was mailed to Mr. Matt Moses
in July 2013.
CCWD1-4: The requested information was mailed to Mr. Matt Moses
in July 2013.
CCWD1-5: The requested information was mailed to Mr. Matt Moses
in July 2013.
CCWD1-6: The requested information was mailed to Mr. Matt Moses
in July 2013.
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CCWD1-7: The requested information was mailed to Mr. Matt Moses
in July 2013.
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33.9.2 Contra Costa Water District
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Responses to Comments from Contra Costa Water District
CCWD2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
CCWD2-2: This comment appears to be related to allocation of costs to
project beneficiaries, which is outside the scope of the DEIS. A
response to this comment is not required under NEPA because the
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA
Regulations 40 CFR Part 1503.4(b)). As described in COST/BEN-5,
“Potential Project Financing,” an updated cost allocation was included in
the SLWRI Final Feasibility Report. However, this comment will be
considered in development of evaluations for the Final Feasibility
Report.
Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential
Project Financing.”

33.9-11 Final – December 2014

Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

CCWD2-3: Reclamation agrees that results of SLWRI evaluations show
that CCWD water supply and Delta water quality at CCWD intake
locations would not vary substantially under SLWRI action alternatives.
CCWD2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.”
CCWD2-5: Water operations under SLWRI action alternatives are
described in DEIS in Chapter 2, "Alternatives," Section 2.3, "Action
Alternatives," and results of changes in deliveries to SWP Table A
contractors under various project alternatives are shown in Table 6-29 in
Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics and Water Management.” As shown
in this table 6-29, SWP deliveries would increase under all alternatives
except CP3 where SWP Table A deliveries would reduce by 8 TAF (0
percent) on an annual average basis and by 22 TAF (-1 percent) during
dry and critical years, a difference of less than one percent. This is only
seen under CP3 where the additional storage is retained for agricultural
water supply reliability and to expand the cold-water pool in Shasta
Reservoir for fisheries benefits with no additional water reserved for
M&I.
As described in Chapter 2, the SLWRI No-Action Alternative and action
alternatives would not include changes to any rules and regulations that
govern operations at Shasta Dam in the form of flood control
requirements, flow requirements, water quality requirements, water
supply, and hydropower commitments. SLWRI alternatives would not
increase existing maximum CVP or SWP contract quantities or expand
the place of use and would not include changes to the CVP and SWP
Coordinated Operations Agreement. However, through expanding
Shasta Dam and reservoir, the CVP could operate more efficiently and
store more water under its existing water rights during wet years. This
could result in reductions in Delta surplus flows and unstored water for
exports that would have otherwise been available for export for the
SWP. Reclamation would not be required to mitigate for these
decreases in deliveries, since they would be the result of the CVP
exercising a greater portion of its existing water rights.
CCWD2-6: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment
author have been incorporated into Chapter 7, “Water Quality.”
CCWD2-7: The following text has been incorporated into Chapter 7,
“Water Quality,” Section 7.3.2, “Criteria for Determining Significance
of Effects," per the comment to clarify the discussion of water quality
metrics and impact analysis methodology. “Delta Salinity standards are
typically specified as a function of the daily salinities at a location, such
as number of days or 14-day running daily averages. The daily values of
salinity are influenced by daily variations in delta inflow, interior delta
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diversions, and export pumping. The mean monthly flow data from
CalSim-II used in the DSM2 model does not include any representation
of these daily variations. Because of this the DSM2 simulated daily
salinities are not the result of these unknown variations but are a result
of the DSM2 simulation approaching a monthly equilibrium. This
simplification of the system simulation means that it is not appropriate
to use the daily output from the DSM2 model to directly evaluate the
ability of the system to meet daily salinity based regulatory requirements
in the Delta. Because of these limitations the change in mean monthly
salinities is compared to mean monthly standards as an indicator of the
potential impact of the projects on meeting the standards.”
CCWD2-8: The following text has been incorporated into, “Criteria for
Determining Significance of Effects," per the comment to clarify the
discussion of water quality metrics and impact analysis methodology.
“Delta Salinity standards are typically specified as a function of the
daily salinities at a location, such as number of days or 14-day running
daily averages. The daily values of salinity are influenced by daily
variations in delta inflow, interior delta diversions, and export pumping.
The mean monthly flow data from CalSim-II used in the DSM2 model
does not include any representation of these daily variations. Because of
this the DSM2 simulated daily salinities are not the result of these
unknown variations but are a result of the DSM2 simulation approaching
a monthly equilibrium. This simplification of the system simulation
means that it is not appropriate to use the daily output from the DSM2
model to directly evaluate the ability of the system to meet daily salinity
based regulatory requirements in the Delta. Because of these limitations
the change in mean monthly salinities is compared to mean monthly
standards as an indicator of the potential impact of the projects on
meeting the standards.”
CCWD2-9: Table 7-14 in Chapter 7, “Water Quality" has been found to
be incorrect and hence revised accordingly.
CCWD2-10: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment
author have been incorporated into the Modeling Appendix, Chapter 2,
“CalSim-II.”
CCWD2-11: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment
author have been incorporated into the Modeling Appendix, Chapter 2,
“CalSim-II.”
CCWD2-12: Comment noted.

33.9-13 Final – December 2014

Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

33.9.3 City of Shasta Lake

Responses to Comments from City of Shasta Lake

COSL1-1: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment
author have been incorporated into Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service
Systems," Section 21.1.5, “Electrical Service and Infrastructure,” of the
EIS.
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COSL1-2: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment
author have been incorporated into Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service
Systems," Section 21.1.5, “Electrical Service and Infrastructure,” of the
EIS.
COSL1-3: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment
author have been incorporated into Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service
Systems," Section 21.1.5, “Electrical Service and Infrastructure,” of the
EIS.
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33.9.4 City of Shasta Lake
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Responses to Comments from City of Shasta Lake

COSL2-1: Mayor Farr, Reclamation thanks you for your detailed and
thoughtful letter in response to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
(SLWRI). This document evaluates the potential physical, biological,
cultural, and socioeconomic effects of implementing alternatives to
modify the existing Shasta Dam and Reservoir, including taking no
action. As described in your letter, the City of Shasta Lake (City) is
located immediately south/southeast of the Shasta Dam complex, and
serves as a “Gateway to the Dam.” The City and the Shasta Dam
complex share a long and interconnected history, and the City has
received power from the Dam since 1946.
Reclamation recognizes that the City is not just located in the primary
study area, but that actions taken at the Dam can have swift and
substantial impacts on the residents of the City. Many of the
homeowners, tenants, businesses, business organizations, local schools,
and public health organizations located in the City could be considered
“disadvantaged” by a variety of socioeconomic definitions, and
Reclamation has made every effort to address comments from the City
on economic disruptions and concerns about environmental justice.
Comments about the City’s water contract, electrical service,
traffic/transportation, recreation, and real estate have also been added to
the public record and given responses where required by NEPA.
The diligent and continued efforts of City staff and elected officials to
participate and contribute to the planning efforts of the SLWRI have
been critical to the effective refinement of the DEIS, and will be
included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS).
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Reclamation welcomes the continued involvement of the City going
forward thorough the planning process.
COSL2-2: Potential impacts related to air quality, traffic, hazardous
materials, loss of tourism revenues, and recreation are discussed in
Chapter 5, “Air Quality and Climate;" Chapter 20, “Transportation and
Traffic;" Chapter 9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Waste;"
Chapter 16, “Socioeconomics, Population, and Housing;" and Chapter
18, “Recreation and Public Access.”
Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1,
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.”
COSL2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response EJ-1, “Potential
Effects to Disadvantaged Communities.”
COSL2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1,
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.”
COSL2-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response EJ-1, “Potential
Effects to Disadvantaged Communities.”
COSL2-6: The commenter cited but did not provide a Supplemental
Water Supply Feasibility Study (March 2007) in support of modifying
the referenced City of Shasta Lake intake capacity. The information the
comment author has provided in support of assertions made in the
comment is not known to Reclamation at the time of this Final EIS and
could not be found through library database queries, internet research
and research in the Lead Agency data archives. The EIS did however
rely on the best available science in support of the analysis that the
comment is directed and absent any additional information to
substantiate this comment, no response is required.
COSL2-7: Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service Systems," Section 21.1.1,
“Water Supply," of the EIS has been revised.
COSL2-8: For all action alternatives, Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service
Systems,” Section 21.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” of the DEIS
describes Impact Util-1 (Damage to or Disruption of Public Utility and
Service Systems Infrastructure), as it relates to the City of Shasta Lake.
Public utilities or service systems could be disrupted during construction
activities that require a temporary shut-off for safety or mechanical
purposes. This effect would be most likely to occur in the Shasta Lake
and vicinity portion of the primary study area because of the amount of
project construction in that area relating to local utilities and service
systems relocation activities. Occasional disruptions of public utilities
could also occur in the upper Sacramento River area because of
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construction activities at Shasta Dam that require temporary power
outages. Construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the Shasta
Dam compound could occasionally affect the treatment and delivery of
water to the City of Shasta Lake. This impact would be short term and
would continue intermittently until project construction activities were
completed. For CP 1, construction would take approximately 4.5 years.
For CPs 2, 3, 4, and 5, construction would take approximately 6 months
longer.
To minimize potential disruption of service and damage to the utilities
and service systems infrastructure, project contractors would follow
local, State, and Federal regulations pertaining to utilities and service
systems location and construction. However, the magnitude of the
project and number of utilities and service systems requiring relocation
make it likely that utilities or service systems could be damaged or
services disrupted. Therefore, this impact would be potentially
significant.
Mitigation to avoid temporary disruption of service related to Impact
Util-1 is described in Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service Systems,”
Section 21.3.5, “Mitigation Measures,” of the DEIS. Implementation of
mitigation measures Utility-1 and Utility-2 would reduce Impact Util-1
to a less-than-significant level for all action alternatives.
COSL2-9: As described in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.2, “NoAction Alternative,” of the DEIS, for all Federal feasibility studies of
potential water resources projects, the NEPA No-Action Alternative
includes existing facilities, conditions, land uses, and reasonably
foreseeable actions expected to occur in the study area. Reasonably
foreseeable actions include actions with current authorization, secured
funding for design and construction, and environmental permitting and
compliance activities that are substantially complete. Actions that do not
fit within the above definition are not included in the No-Action
Alternative or action alternatives. A feasibility study, such as the one
referenced by the commenter, does not fit within the above definition.
COSL2-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects
to Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.”
COSL2-11: There is no anticipated effect on the water quality or
infrastructure of utilities downstream from Shasta Dam as a result of the
project. The details of downstream water quality protection for intakes
will be further developed during subsequent project phases if an
alternative is authorized.
Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects to Water and
Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.”
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COSL2-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects
to Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.”
COSL2-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
COSL2-14: The SLWRI does not include as a primary or secondary
objective an increase in base water allocations to local water supply
purveyors in the Shasta Lake region. The EIS does evaluate impacts of
the No-Action Alternative and all action alternatives on local utilities
and provides mitigation measures as appropriate for impacts to local
utilities. See Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service Systems,” Section
21.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” for a description of the impacts on
utilities in the Shasta Lake region.
COSL2-15: Text has been revised in Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service
Systems,” Section 21.1.5, “Electrical Service and Infrastructure,” in the
EIS.
COSL2-16: Text has been revised in Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service
Systems,” Section 21.1.5, “Electrical Service and Infrastructure,” in the
EIS.
COSL2-17: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment
author have been incorporated into Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service
Systems," Section 21.1.5, “Electrical Service and Infrastructure,” of the
EIS.
COSL2-18: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-7, “Rules
and Regulations for Water Operations under Action Alternatives.”
COSL2-19: Please refer to Master Comment Response TRANS-1,
“Potential Construction-Related Effects to Roadways and Traffic
Congestion.”
COSL2-20: As discussed in Chapter 2, “Alternatives," of the DEIS,
potential borrow sources were examined at a preliminary level and
would need further sampling and testing to determine suitability and
refine quantity estimates. A maximum haul route distance of 20 miles
was assumed to evaluate a worst-case scenario of traffic impacts related
to haul of borrow materials. Borrow sites will be refined during the final
design and permitting phases of the project.
COSL2-21: Please refer to Master Comment Response TRANS-1,
“Potential Construction-Related Effects to Roadways and Traffic
Congestion.”
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COSL2-22: Please refer to Master Comment Response TRANS-1,
“Potential Construction-Related Effects to Roadways and Traffic
Congestion.”
COSL2-23: As discussed in Mitigation Measure Trans-1 in Chapter 20,
“Transportation and Traffic” in the DEIS, Reclamation and its primary
contractors for engineering and construction will develop a coordinated
construction traffic control plan before construction starts to minimize
the simultaneous use of roadways by different construction contractors
for worker commute trips, material hauling, and equipment delivery, to
the extent feasible.
COSL2-24: As discussed in Mitigation Measure Trans-5 in Chapter 20,
“Transportation and Traffic” in the DEIS,
•

The contractor(s) responsible to Reclamation for delivery of
borrow material shall identify all proposed haul routes on a
map. The map will identify the owner of the rights-of-way
(ROW) that are proposed for use as haul routes. The
contractor(s) will also prepare a pre-project condition report of
the roadway segments to document the roadway conditions
before construction.

•

The contractor(s) shall notify the owner of the ROW in writing
and request conditional approval to use the ROW as a haul
route. The contractor(s) shall submit a copy of the written
request to Reclamation for Reclamation’s file.

•

The contractor(s) shall implement the conditions of approval for
use of the haul route ROW. Conditions may include
constructing repairs to damaged lengths of roadway or the
payment of fees to compensate for roadway wear resulting from
truck trips. Before commencement of hauling activities, the
contractor(s) shall submit a copy of the ROW owner’s
conditional approval to Reclamation for Reclamation’s file.

•

Within 90 days after hauling activities are completed (that is the
haul route is no longer in use for the project term), the
contractor(s) shall submit a project close-out report to
Reclamation to document compliance with the conditions of
approval. Reclamation will keep the project close-out report on
file.

COSL2-25: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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COSL2-26: As discussed in Chapter 9, “Hazards and Hazardous
Materials and Waste,” of the DEIS, implementation of the action
alternatives would result in potentially significant impacts to wildland
fire hazards, accidental releases of hazardous materials or hazardous
waste, and exposure of sensitive receptors to hazardous materials or
hazardous waste. Mitigation would be used to reduce impacts associated
with the project to a less-than-significant level. The details of project
construction and operation as well as the mitigation measures will be
further developed during subsequent project phases, if an alternative is
authorized.
Mitigation Measure Haz-4 in Chapter 9, “Hazards and Hazardous
Materials and Waste,” of the EIS has been modified to include
coordination with local agencies and organizations to address concerns
related to routes that may be used to transport controlled substances
(e.g., hazardous materials).
COSL2-27: Mitigation Measure Haz-4 in Chapter 9, “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials and Waste,” of the EIS has been modified to
include coordination with local agencies and organizations to address
concerns related to routes that may be used to transport controlled
substances (e.g., hazardous materials).
COSL2-28: Chapter 22, “Public Services,” Section 22.1.1, “Fire
Protection Services,” of the EIS has been modified to reference the
Shasta Lake Fire Protection District.
Chapter 9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Waste,” and Chapter
22, “Public Services,” of the EIS have been modified to include the
Shasta Lake Fire Protection District in the discussion of emergency
services and fire protection.
Mitigation Measure PS-2 in Chapter 22, “Public Services,” of the EIS
has been modified to include the Shasta Lake Fire Protection District
and all other local service providers in discussions regarding emergency
and fire protections services related to the project.
COSL2-29: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4,
“Relocation of Recreation Facilities," and Master Comment Response
REC-1, “Effects to Recreation at Shasta Lake.”
COSL2-30: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-9,
“Relationship Between Recreation and Shasta Lake Water Levels.”
COSL2-31: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” scheduling and
sequencing of recreation facility relocation or modification construction
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activities will strive to minimize or avoid interruption of public access to
recreation sites.
COSL2-32: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects
to Recreation at Shasta Lake,” and Master Comment Response
FSCABINS-1, “USFS Recreational Residence Tract Cabins in
Preliminary Draft EIS and Draft EIS."
COSL2-33: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects
to Recreation at Shasta Lake,” and Master Comment Response
SOCIOECON-1, “Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.”
COSL2-34: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI,
we appreciate your time in responding to the document. Future security
procedures and policies at Shasta Dam are outside the scope of this
project. The designs for the proposed dam raise provide similar features
as provided on the existing dam crest, including safety railings (which
will meet current criteria) and access to the elevator towers. Final
designs will address any required security enhancements. A response to
this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR
Part 1503.4). This comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the
proposed project.
COSL2-35: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1,
“Effects to Private Residences and Businesses.”
COSL2-36: Please refer to Master Comment Response LANDUSE-1,
“Relocation of Septic Systems and Leach Fields.”
COSL2-37: In response to public comment and information recently
made available by the project proponents, the Moody Flats Quarry and
the Mountain Gate at Shasta Mixed-Use Area Plan are 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 and Mountain Gate at Shasta Mixed-Use
Area Plan are included in the cumulative effects analysis within related
resources chapters of the FIES (Chapters 4 – 25), as appropriate.
Please refer to Master Comment Response ENG-2, “Borrow Materials.”
COSL2-38: A digital copy of the DEIS is available at the Shasta Lake
Gateway Library and a hard copy of the DEIS is available at the Shasta
County Public Library, 27 Redding Library 28 1100 Parkview Avenue
29 Redding, CA 96001. If there are any future releases of information
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the Shasta Lake Gateway Library will remain on the SLWRI mailing
list.
Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, “Sufficiency of the
EIS,” Master Comment Response GEN-2, “Unsubstantiated
Information,” Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best Available
Information,” and Master Comment Response COMMENTPERIOD-1,
“Extend Comment Period.”
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33.9.5 City of Shasta Lake
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Responses to Comments from City of Shasta Lake

COSL3-1: Text has been revised in the “Executive Summary,” Section
S.4.2, “Project Need,” of the EIS.
COSL3-2: Text has been revised in Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service
Systems,” Section 21.1.5, “Electrical Service and Infrastructure,” of the
EIS.
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COSL3-3: Text has been revised in Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service
Systems,” Section 21.1.5, “Electrical Service and Infrastructure,” of the
EIS.
COSL3-4: Text has been revised in Chapter 21, “Utilities and Service
Systems,” Section 21.1.5, “Electrical Service and Infrastructure,” of the
EIS.
COSL3-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-7, “Rules
and Regulations for Water Operations under Action Alternatives.”
COSL3-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.”
COSL3-7: Chapter 23, "Power and Energy," Section 23.3.3, “Direct and
Indirect Effects,” of the DEIS contains several tables showing changes
in CVP power generation and use from hydropower modeling under the
various project alternatives. Results show that there would be an
increase in net CVP system energy generation under the action
alternatives. Net energy generation is calculated as difference in energy
generation and usage. CP1 would produce the smallest increase (+0.9
percent) and CP4 would produce the largest increase (3.2 percent) in
average annual net energy generation under both existing and future
conditions. Overall, there would be no negative impact to energy
generation from the CVP system.
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33.9.6 East Bay Municipal Utility District

Responses to Comments from East Bay Municipal Utility
District

EBMUD-1: The requested information was sent to the commenter.
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33.9.7 Grassland Water District
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Responses to Comments from Grassland Water District

GLWD-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
GLWD-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
GLWD-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.”
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GLWD-4: Tables 6-7, 6-11, 6-12, 6-23, 6-24, 6-33, 6-34, 6-40, 6-41, 647, 6-48, 6-54, 6-55, 6-61 and 6-62 in the EIS Chapter 6, “Hydrology,
Hydraulics and Water Management,” have been expanded to show
explicit changes in deliveries to Refuges under the project alternatives.
Accordingly, the text describing changes in deliveries have been revised.
Overall, these tables show that there would be no changes to Refuge
deliveries on an annual average basis under any of the project
alternatives. These tables also indicate minor changes in average
monthly refuge deliveries. Such reductions would not occur in real time
due to efficient water allocation and management schemes that cannot
be simulate accurately in an operations model.
Also please see Master Comment Response CVPIA-1, “Central Valley
Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental Level 4 Refuge
Water Supplies,” for a detailed explanation on how the refuge water
demands are represented in the modeling.
GLWD-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response Master Comment
Response WSR-1, “Water Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project
Benefits,” and Master Comment Response WSR-12, “Increasing Water
Supply Reliability under Action Alternatives.”
GLWD-6: Thank you for your comment. A response to this comment is
not required under NEPA because the comment does not raise a
significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR Part
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.
Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included
as Part of the Record.”
GLWD-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.”
GLWD-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.”
GLWD-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.”

33.9-50 Final – December 2014

Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

GLWD-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.”
GLWD-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.”
GLWD-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.”
GLWD-13: Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, “CALSIM,” of DEIS Modeling
Appendix lists the assumptions used in the operations modelling using
CalSim-II. It is stated in the modeling appendix that the refuge demands
for the existing conditions are based on “Recent Historical Level 2 water
needs” as calculated by Reclamation in 2007. For the future conditions,
refuge demands are based on full Level 2 contract amounts. Under the
future conditions, the demands are 23.5 TAF lower than the demands in
the existing conditions. The differences in refuge demand between
existing and future condition of 23.5 TAF is not a case of suppression of
demands in the future. Rather, it indicates that the historical refuge water
demands in the existing conditions are greater than the demands under
the future conditions, based on firm level 2 water needs.
Incremental Level 4 demands are not considered in the operations
modeling. Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies,” for an explanation on why the
incremental level 4 demands were not included.
GLWD-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.”
GLWD-15: Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, “CALSIM,” of DEIS Modeling
Appendix lists the assumptions used in the operations modelling using
CalSim-II. It is stated in the appendix that refuge demands assumed in
the CalSim-II model are based on historical Level 2 water needs under
the existing conditions and firm level 2 water needs under the future
conditions. Refuge demands do not include incremental Level 4
requirements. Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1 for
reasons why incremental refuge demands were not included in the
operations modeling.
Table 1-26 in Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water Management Technical
Report presents data on historical water allocation to refuges for years
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1997 to 2009 and are not modeled results. Table 6-25 in DEIS Chapter
6, Hydrology, Hydraulics and Water Management shows simulated
annual delivery allocations to refuges based on operations modeling
results. Table 6-25 shows that the simulated refuge water allocation
could be less than 100 percent in normal years and less than 75 percent
in few selective Shasta-Critical years. These differences in simulated
refuge water allocations in few selective years are not true representation
of real-time operations but an indication of modeling artifacts.
CalSim-II is primarily designed for evaluating long-term changes in
system wide operations and such isolated small changes in deliveries do
not indicate potential changes in real time conditions. These isolated
reductions in simulated water supply to refuges are caused by limitations
of the model to make real-time policy decisions under extreme stressed
water supply conditions. These reductions, in real-time operations,
would be avoided by making policy decisions on other requirements in
prior months. In actual future operations, such reductions would not
occur as the project operators would work in real time to satisfy legal
and contractual obligations given then current conditions and hydrologic
constraints.
GLWD-16: Please refer to Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, “CALSIM-II,” of the
DEIS Modeling Appendix which lists the various assumptions used in
the operations modeling. It is assumed in the operations modeling using
CalSim-II that the water allocation to refuges would be similar to senior
water right holders such as CVP exchange contractors and settlement
contractors. Based on this assumption, there would be a reduction in
deliveries only during Shasta Critical years when the allocation would
be reduced to 75 percent. This assumption remains unchanged under the
project alternatives in both existing and future conditions which means
that there would be no change (0 percent) in deliveries to Refuges under
any of the project alternatives.
Operations modeling results presented in Chapter 6, “Hydrology,
Hydraulics and Water Management,” shows that refuge water allocation
could be less than 100 percent in normal years and less than 75 percent
in few selective Shasta-Critical years, these isolated differences in
refuge water allocations are not true representation of real-time
operations but an indication of modeling artifacts. In actual future
operations, such reductions would not occur as the project operators
would work in real time to satisfy legal and contractual obligations
given then current conditions and hydrologic constraints. Therefore,
there would be no impact to refuges under any of the project alternatives
in both existing and future conditions.
The significance criteria ((1) a 5 percent or greater reduction in average
annual or average dry and critical year reliability; or (2) a greater than
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10 percent reduction in average monthly water supply) are therefore not
applicable for evaluating reductions in water supply reliability to
refuges.
GLWD-17: Tables 6-7, 6-11, 6-12, 6-23, 6-24, 6-33, 6-34, 6-40, 6-41,
6-47, 6-48, 6-54, 6-55, 6-61 and 6-62 in the EIS Chapter 6, “Hydrology,
Hydraulics and Water Management,” have been expanded to show
explicit changes in deliveries to Refuges under the project alternatives.
Accordingly, the text describing changes in deliveries have been revised.
Overall, these tables show that there would be no changes to Refuge
deliveries on an annual average basis under any of the project
alternatives. These tables also indicate minor changes in average
monthly refuge deliveries. Such reductions would not occur in real time
due to efficient water allocation and management schemes that cannot
be simulate accurately in an operations model.
GLWD-18: Please refer to Chapter 2, “CALSIM-II,” of the DEIS
Modeling Appendix which lists the various assumptions used in the
operations modeling. It is assumed in the operations modeling using
CalSim-II that the water allocation to refuges would be similar to senior
water right holders such as CVP exchange contracts and settlement
contracts and there would be a reduction in deliveries only during Shasta
Critical years when the allocation would be 75 percent. However,
operations modeling results presented in Chapter 6, “Hydrology,
Hydraulics and Water Management,” shows that refuge water allocation
could be less than 100 percent in normal years and less than 75 percent
in few selective Shasta-Critical years. These isolated differences in
refuge water allocations are not true representation of real-time
operations but an indication of modeling artifacts.
CalSim-II is primarily designed for evaluating long-term changes in
system wide operations and such isolated small changes in deliveries do
not indicate potential changes in real time conditions. These isolated
reductions in simulated water supply to refuges are caused by limitations
of the model to make real-time policy decisions under extreme stressed
water supply conditions. These reductions, in real-time operations,
would be avoided by making policy decisions on other requirements in
prior months. In actual future operations, such reductions would not
occur as the project operators would work in real time to satisfy legal
and contractual obligations given then current conditions and hydrologic
constraints.
GLWD-19: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1,
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.”
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GLWD-20: Please refer to Chapter 2, “CALSIM-II,” of the DEIS
Modeling Appendix which lists the various assumptions used in the
operations modeling. It is stated in the appendix that the refuges would
have 100 percent allocation in all years except during Shasta Critical
years when the allocation would be reduced to 75 percent.
GLWD-21: Please refer to Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, “CALSIM-II,” of the
DEIS Modeling Appendix which lists the various assumptions used in
the operations modeling. It is assumed in the operations modeling using
CalSim-II that the water allocation to refuges would be similar to senior
water right holders such as CVP exchange contractors and settlement
contractors. Based on this assumption, there would be a reduction in
deliveries only during Shasta Critical years when the allocation would
be reduced to 75 percent. This assumption remains unchanged under the
project alternatives in both existing and future conditions which means
that there would be no change (0 percent) in deliveries to Refuges under
any of the project alternatives.
Operations modeling results presented in Chapter 6, “Hydrology,
Hydraulics and Water Management,” shows that refuge water allocation
could be less than 100 percent in normal years and less than 75 percent
in few selective Shasta-Critical years, these isolated differences in
refuge water allocations are not true representation of real-time
operations but an indication of modeling artifacts. In actual future
operations, such reductions would not occur as the project operators
would work in real time to satisfy legal and contractual obligations
given then current conditions and hydrologic constraints. Therefore,
there would be no impact to refuges under any of the project alternatives
in both existing and future conditions.
The significance criteria ((1) a 5 percent or greater reduction in average
annual or average dry and critical year reliability; or (2) a greater than
10 percent reduction in average monthly water supply) are therefore not
applicable for evaluating reductions in water supply reliability to
refuges.
GLWD-22: Tables 6-7, 6-11, 6-12, 6-23, 6-24, 6-33, 6-34, 6-40, 6-41,
6-47, 6-48, 6-54, 6-55, 6-61 and 6-62 in the EIS Chapter 6, “Hydrology,
Hydraulics and Water Management,” have been expanded to show
explicit changes in deliveries to Refuges under the project alternatives.
Accordingly, the text describing changes in deliveries have been revised.
Overall, these tables show that there would be no changes to Refuge
deliveries on an annual average basis under any of the project
alternatives. These tables also indicate minor changes in average
monthly refuge deliveries. Such reductions would not occur in real time
due to efficient water allocation and management schemes that cannot
be simulate accurately in an operations model.
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Also please see Master Comment Response CVPIA-1, “Central Valley
Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental Level 4 Refuge
Water Supplies,” for a detailed explanation on how the refuge water
demands are represented in the modeling.
GLWD-23: CalSim-II, jointly developed by Reclamation and DWR for
performing planning studies related to CVP and SWP operations, was
updated between the release of the Preliminary Draft EIS and the DEIS.
The Preliminary Draft EIS used Version 8D and the DEIS used the 2012
Benchmark Version of CalSim-II. The “shift in project benefits”
mentioned by the commenter is a result of the updates to the modeling
assumptions. The common assumptions for Version 8D can be found in
the Preliminary Draft EIS Modeling Appendix Chapter 2, “CalSim-II,”
section, “Model Assumptions.” The common assumptions for the 2012
Benchmark Version can be found in the DEIS Modeling Appendix
Chapter 2, “CalSim-II,” section, “Model Assumptions.”
As described in the DEIS Modeling Appendix, CalSim-II assumptions
were updated to incorporate provisions of the 2008 USFWS BO and
2009 NMFS BO. Related to systemwide operational criteria, this update
was reflected in assumptions for (1) both CVP (agricultural and M&I)
and SWP water allocations, and (2) CVP and SWP coordinated
operations for the sharing of restricted export capacity for projectspecific pumping. (As described in the Preliminary DEIS Modeling
Appendix, CVPIA 3406(b)(2) only restricted CVP exports in CalSim-II
Version 8D.) Reclamation and DWR developed the CalSim-II
assumptions for implementation of the 2008 and 2009 BOs in
cooperation with NMFS, USFWS, and CDFW.
GLWD-24: Water operations under SLWRI action alternatives are
described in DEIS in Chapter 2, "Alternatives," Section 2.3, "Action
Alternatives," and results of changes in deliveries to SWP Table A
contractors under various project alternatives are shown in Table 6-29 in
Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics and Water Management.” As shown
in this table 6-29, SWP deliveries would increase under all alternatives
except CP3 where SWP Table A deliveries would reduce by 8 TAF (0
percent) on an annual average basis and by 22 TAF (-1 percent) during
dry and critical years, a difference of less than one percent. This is only
seen under CP3 where the additional storage is retained for agricultural
water supply reliability and to expand the cold-water pool in Shasta
Reservoir for fisheries benefits with no additional water reserved for
M&I.
As described in Chapter 2, the SLWRI No-Action Alternative and action
alternatives would not include changes to any rules and regulations that
govern operations at Shasta Dam in the form of flood control
requirements, flow requirements, water quality requirements, water
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supply and hydropower commitments. SLWRI alternatives would not
increase existing maximum CVP or SWP contract quantities or expand
the place of use and would not include changes to the CVP and SWP
Coordinated Operations Agreement. However, through expanding
Shasta Dam and reservoir, the CVP could operate more efficiently and
store more water under its existing water rights during wet years. This
could result in reductions in Delta surplus flows and unstored water for
exports that would have otherwise been available for export for the
SWP. Reclamation would not be required to mitigate for these
decreases in deliveries, since they would be the result of the CVP
exercising a greater portion of its existing water rights.
GLWD-25: Please refer to Master Comment Response Master
Comment Response WSR-1, “Water Supply Demands, Supplies, and
Project Benefits.”
GLWD-26: Please refer to Master Comment Response Master
Comment Response WSR-1, “Water Supply Demands, Supplies, and
Project Benefits.”
GLWD-27: CP3 and CP5 were formulated, in part, to “bookend” the
range of potential operations. As described in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,”
Section 2.3.5, “CP3 – 18.5-Foot Dam Raise, Agricultural Water Supply
Reliability and Anadromous Fish Survival” of the DEIS, because CP3
focuses on increasing agricultural water supply reliability and
anadromous fish survival, none of the increased storage capacity in
Shasta Reservoir would be reserved for increasing M&I deliveries.
Operations for water supply, hydropower, and environmental and other
regulatory requirements would be similar to existing operations. The
additional storage would be retained for water supply reliability and to
expand the cold-water pool for downstream anadromous fisheries.
CP3 would increase water supply reliability by increasing water supplies
for CVP irrigation deliveries. This action would contribute to
replacement of supplies redirected to other purposes in the CVPIA. CP3
would help reduce estimated future water shortages by increasing the
reliability of dry and critical year water supplies for agricultural
deliveries by at least 63,100 acre-feet per year and average annual
deliveries by about 61,700 acre-feet per year. Almost half of the
increased dry and critical year water supplies (28,000 acre-feet) would
be for south-of-Delta agricultural deliveries, with the remainder for
north-of-Delta agricultural deliveries. In addition, water use efficiency
could help reduce current and future water shortages by allowing a more
effective use of existing supplies. As population and resulting water
demands continue to grow and available supplies continue to remain
relatively static, more effectively using these supplies could reduce
potential critical impacts to agricultural and urban areas resulting from
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water shortages. Under CP3, approximately $3.1 million would be
allocated over an initial 10-year period to fund agricultural water
conservation programs, focused on agencies benefiting from increased
reliability of project water supplies.
As described in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.7, “CP5 – 18.5Foot Dam Raise, Combination Plan,” of the DEIS, under CP5, the
additional storage in Shasta Reservoir would be used to increase water
supply reliability and to expand the cold-water pool for downstream
anadromous fisheries. Operations for water supply, hydropower, and
environmental and other regulatory requirements would be similar to
existing operations, except during dry and critical years when a portion
of the increased storage in Shasta Reservoir would be reserved to
specifically focus on increasing M&I deliveries. In dry years, 150,000
acre-feet of the 634,000 acre-feet increased storage capacity in Shasta
Reservoir would be reserved for increasing M&I deliveries. In critical
years, 75,000 acre-feet of the increased storage capacity would be
reserved for increasing M&I deliveries.
CP5 would increase water supply reliability by increasing water supplies
for CVP and SWP irrigation and M&I deliveries. This action would
contribute to replacement of supplies redirected to other purposes in the
CVPIA. CP5 would help reduce estimated future water shortages by
increasing the reliability of dry and critical year water supplies for
agricultural and M&I deliveries by at least 113,500 acre-feet per year,
and average annual deliveries by about 75,900 acre-feet per year. The
majority of increased dry and critical year water supplies (88,300 acrefeet) would be for south-of-Delta agricultural and M&I deliveries. In
addition, increased water use efficiency could help reduce current and
future water shortages by allowing a more effective use of existing
supplies. As population and resulting water demands continue to grow
and available supplies continue to remain relatively static, more
effective use of these supplies may reduce potential critical impacts to
agricultural and urban areas resulting from water shortages. Under CP5,
approximately $3.8 million would be allocated over an initial 10-year
period to fund agricultural and M&I water conservation programs,
focused on agencies benefiting from increased reliability of project
water supplies.
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General.”
GLWD-28: It is assumed, in the operations modeling using CalSim-II
that the refuges receive up to the full Level 2 contract amounts in all
years except in Shasta Critical years when the demands are reduced to
75 percent. In actual future operations, as has always been the case in
the past, the project operators would work in real time to satisfy legal
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and contractual obligations regarding the refuges given then current
conditions and hydrologic constraints. The project purpose for SLWRI
is readily disclosed in the DEIS (see Chapter 1, “Introduction”).
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative
Development- Water Supply Reliability,” 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.”
GLWD-29: Water operations under SLWRI action alternatives are
described in DEIS in Chapter 2, "Alternatives," Section 2.3, "Action
Alternatives," and results of changes in deliveries to SWP Table A
contractors under various project alternatives are shown in Table 6-29 in
Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics and Water Management.” As shown
in this table 6-29, SWP deliveries would increase under all alternatives
except CP3 where SWP Table A deliveries would reduce by 8 TAF (0
percent) on an annual average basis and by 22 TAF (-1 percent) during
dry and critical years, a difference of less than one percent. This is only
seen under CP3 where the additional storage is retained for agricultural
water supply reliability and to expand the cold-water pool in Shasta
Reservoir for fisheries benefits with no additional water reserved for
M&I.
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative
Development- Water Supply Reliability,” and Master Comment
Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.”

33.9-58 Final – December 2014

Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

33.9.8 Mountain Gate Community Services District

Responses to Comments from Mountain Gate Community
Services District

MGCSD-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects
to Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.”
MGCSD-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST1, “Addition or Change to the Mailing List.”
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33.9.9 City of Redding
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Responses to Comments from City of Redding

REDD-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
REDD-2: As described in COST/BEN-4, “Non-Monetary Benefits of
Action Alternatives,” SLWRI action alternatives provide benefits to
multiple project objectives, including the two primary objectives and
five secondary objectives. In addition to increasing M&I water supply
reliability, alternatives increase agricultural and environmental water
supply reliability, anadromous fish survival, hydropower generation,
flood protection, recreation and improve ecosystem resources, and water
quality.
As described in EIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” and in the Plan
Formulation Appendix, Chapter 5, “Comprehensive Plans,” Section
“Refinement of Comprehensive Plans for the DEIS,” to improve M&I
benefits, under CP1, CP2, CP4, and CP5, storage capacity in Shasta
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Reservoir is reserved in dry and critical years specifically to increase
M&I deliveries. In dry years 35,000 acre-feet (under CP1) to 70,000
acre-feet (under CP5) would be reserved for M&I deliveries and in
critical years 70,000 acre-feet (under CP1) to 150,000 acre-feet (under
CP5) would be reserved for M&I deliveries. Although under CP1, CP2,
CP4, and CP5 specific storage capacity is only reserved for increasing
M&I deliveries in dry and critical years, evaluations with CalSim-II
indicate that under these alternatives, M&I deliveries would be increased
in all water year types. Water year types, including “dry” and “critical”
year types, are based on the Sacramento Valley Water Year Hydrologic
Classification.
REDD-3: Comment noted.
REDD-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” Master Comment Response
ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General,” Master Comment Response
ALTS-1, “Alternative Selection," and Master Comment Response
COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal
Interest.”
REDD-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.
REDD-6: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” inundated
recreation facilities and associated utilities would be relocated before
demolition to the extent practicable. Section 2.3.8 also states that
scheduling and sequencing of recreation facility relocation or
modification construction activities will strive to minimize or avoid
interruption of public access to recreation sites.
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33.9.10

Redding Electricity Utility, City of Redding
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Responses to Comments from Redding Electricity Utility, City
of Redding

REU-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in responding to the document. During the public
comment period additional information was available to Reclamation
and the cost estimates were updated in the Final EIS. As stated in the
DEIS Appendices Engineering Summary Appendix, Chapter 5,
“Opinion of Probable Construction Cost,” the price level used for the
DEIS were April 2012. The Final EIS cost estimates have been updated
using Reclamation cost indices. This comment will be included as part
of the record and made available to decision makers before a final
decision on the proposed project.
REU-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in responding to the document. There is no cost
associated with the No Action Alternative; all current operations would
be projected to continue with no increase in costs. This comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to decision makers
before a final decision on the proposed project.
REU-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-1,
“Development of Cost Estimates.”
REU-4: Thank you for your comment related to the preliminary cost
allocation analysis completed for the Draft Feasibility Report (which
was released to the public in February 2012).
Please see Master Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project
Financing.”
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REU-5: Thank you for your comment related to the preliminary cost
allocation analysis completed for the Draft Feasibility Report (which
was released to the public in February 2012).
Please see Master Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project
Financing.”
REU-6: Thank you for your comment related to the preliminary cost
allocation analysis completed for the Draft Feasibility Report (which
was released to the public in February 2012).
Please see Master Comment Response COST/BEN-6, “Potential Project
Financing.”
REU-7: Table 6-7 in Chapter 6, "Hydrology, Hydraulics and Water
Management." shows changes in simulated Trinity River flows under
the project alternatives in both existing and future conditions. On a longterm average basis, there would be a marginal increase in Trinity River
flows under the project alternatives as shown in Table 6-7. Overall there
would be no negative impact to Trinity and Klamath River flows under
the project alternatives.
REU-8: The Modeling Appendix, Attachment 18 - LTGen and SWP
Power Model Output, of the DEIS includes monthly power simulation
outputs for each month of the simulation period for each alternative
described in the DEIS.
REU-9: Construction activities at Shasta Dam have been developed
such that no reservoir level restrictions (e.g., lowering water levels) are
required during the construction period. Feature designs and
construction activities have been explicitly developed to allow the full
range of water levels during the construction period. For example, a
temporary bulkhead/coffer dam will be used to isolate the spillway
during modification of the spillway crest and piers to allow exercising
the full reservoir capacity during construction. Specific effects on
hydropower generation would be dependent on hydrologic conditions
during construction and thus would be managed adaptively.
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33.9.11

Shasta County Board of Supervisors

Responses to Comments from Shasta County Board of
Supervisors

SCBS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1,
“Addition or Change to the Mailing List.”
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33.9.12

Shasta County Board of Supervisors
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Responses to Comments from Shasta County Board of
Supervisors

SCBS2-1: Comment Noted.
SCBS2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects
to Private Residences and Businesses.”
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SCBS2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects
to Private Residences and Businesses.”
SCBS2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects
to Private Residences and Businesses.”
SCBS2-5: In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” Section
12.3.5, “Mitigation Measures,” Bot-5, “Acquire, Preserve, and Restore
Mitigation Lands for Loss of General Vegetation Habitats,” describes
the process to mitigate for vegetation removal and restoration. In
Chapter 18, “Recreation and Public Access,” Section 18.3.5, “Mitigation
Measures,” Rec-4, “Provide Information to Shasta Lake Visitors About
Potential Safety Hazards in Newly Inundated Areas from Standing
Timber and Stumps,” describes the process to identify the remaining
trees and stumps in untreated areas of the newly inundated zone,
Reclamation will work with USFS to provide maps, bulletins,
informational postings, and other media as deemed appropriate by USFS
at boat ramps, marinas, and other developed Shasta Lake recreation
sites.
SCBS2-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects
to Recreation at Shasta Lake,” Master Comment Response FSCABINS2, “USFS’s Authority over Privately Owned Cabins on USFS Lands,”
and Master Comment Response FSCABINS-3, “Relocation of Privately
Owned Cabins on USFS Lands.”
SCBS2-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects to
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.”
SCBS2-8: Please refer to Table 6-6 in Chapter 6, “Hydrology,
Hydraulics and Water Management” of the EIS that contains results
from reservoir temperature model (SRWQM) showing changes in Shasta
Reservoir cold water pool volume under the various project alternatives.
CalSim-II, a CVP/SWP system operations model was used to evaluate
changes in water supply conditions in the Sacramento and San Joaquin
River basins. Key modeling results related to changes in water deliveries
to SWP and CVP contractors can be found in Chapter 6. Detailed
outputs on water deliveries to various other project and non-project
contractors were included in the DEIS Modeling appendix and as an
attachment in electronic format.
SCBS2-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2, “Reduced
Public Access Around Shasta Lake.”
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33.9.13

Santa Clara Valley Water District
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Responses to Comments from Santa Clara Valley Water District
SCVWD-1: Thank you for your comment.
Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some People
Support Dam Raise and Other Oppose Dam Raise.”
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SCVWD-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment
Response NEPA-1 “Sufficiency of the EIS.”
SCVWD-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development-Water Supply Reliability,” Master Comment
Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General,” and
Master Comment Response ALTS-1, “Alternative Selection.”
SCVWD-4: Thank you for your comment.
Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some People
Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
SCVWD-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment
Response NEPA-1, “Sufficiency of EIS.”
SCVWD-6: Reclamation sees no need to modify the basic project
purpose. It is consistent with current authorizations and the CALFED
Programmatic ROD.
Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need
and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General.”
SCVWD-7: The decision-makers will have the opportunity to select the
alternative to recommend for Congressional Authorization. The EIS
provides sufficiently detailed information on all the action alternatives,
and the no action alternative to allow an informed decision consistent
with national policies. You comment will be included in the record for
the project.
Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need
and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General,” Master Comment Response ALTS-1,
“Alternative Selection.”
SCVWD-8: Operations of an enlarged Shasta Dam are currently
proposed to comply with existing contracts, agreements (including the
COA), existing laws, regulations and biological opinions. Reclamation
is not proposing, as part of the SLWRI, to modify any existing
agreements or contracts.
Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water Supply
Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.”
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SCVWD-9: Comment noted.
SCVWD-10: As stated in Chapter 2, "Alternatives," the DEIS included
a No-Action Alternative which includes existing facilities, conditions,
land uses, and reasonably foreseeable actions expected to occur in the
study area. Reasonably foreseeable actions include actions with current
authorization, secured funding for design and construction, and
environmental permitting and compliance activities that are substantially
complete. In addition, the DEIS analyzed a range of alternatives that
looked at different operational scenarios (see the Plan Formulation
Appendix, Chapter 5, "Comprehensive Plans"). Varying regulatory
environments have also been addressed, based on best available
information. For example, the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) 2005 BO and Conference Opinion on the Long-Term
Operations of the CVP and SWP (2005 NMFS BO) and U.S.
Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 2004
Formal Endangered Species Act Consultation on the Proposed
Coordinated Operations of the CVP and SWP (2004 USFWS BO) were
analyzed in the Preliminary DEIS (released in 2011) whereas the NMFS
2009 BO and Conference Opinion on the Long-Term Operations of the
CVP and SWP (2009 NMFS BO) and USFWS 2008 Formal
Endangered Species Act Consultation on the Proposed Coordinated
Operations of the CVP and SWP (2008 USFWS BO) were analyzed in
the DEIS. In addition, potential implications of climate change we also
evaluated in the DEIS (Climate Change Modeling Appendix).
SCVWD-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
SCVWD-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
SCVWD-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
SCVWD-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
SCVWD-15: Comment noted.
SCVWD-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment
Response ALTS-1, “Alternative Selection.”
SCVWD-17: Comment noted.
Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some People
Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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SCVWD-18: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS.”
SCVWD-19: Comment noted.
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General,” and Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development- Water Supply Reliability.”
SCVWD-20: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
SCVWD-21: Comment noted.
Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some People
Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise,” Master Comment
Response GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
SCVWD-22: Reclamation sees no need to modify the basic project
purpose. It is consistent with current authorizations and the CALFED
Programmatic ROD.
Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need
and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General.”
SCVWD-23: As stated in Chapter 2, "Alternatives," the DEIS included
a No-Action Alternative which includes existing facilities, conditions,
land uses, and reasonably foreseeable actions expected to occur in the
study area. Reasonably foreseeable actions include actions with current
authorization, secured funding for design and construction, and
environmental permitting and compliance activities that are substantially
complete. In addition, the DEIS analyzed a range of alternatives that
looked at different operational scenarios (see the Plan Formulation
Appendix, Chapter 5, "Comprehensive Plans"). Varying regulatory
environments have also been addressed, based on best available
information. For example, the 2005 NMFS BO and 2004 USFWS BO
were analyzed in the Preliminary DEIS (released in 2011) whereas the
2009 NMFS BO and 2008 USFWS BO were analyzed in the DEIS. In
addition, potential implications of climate change we also evaluated in
the DEIS (Climate Change Modeling Appendix).
Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need
and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General,” and Master Comment Response ALTS-1,
“Alternative Selection.”
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SCVWD-24: The Alternatives in the DEIS were formulated to be
consistent with the Economic and Environmental Principles and
Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation
Studies as described in the SLWRI Feasibility Report and to meet the
requirements of NEPA.
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative
Development-Water Supply Reliability,” Master Comment Response
P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” Master Comment
Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General,” and Master
Comment Response ALTS-1, “Alternative Selection.”
SCVWD-25: The Alternatives in the DEIS were formulated to be
consistent with the Economic and Environmental Principles and
Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation
Studies as described in the SLWRI Feasibility Report and to meet the
requirements of NEPA.
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative
Development-Water Supply Reliability,” Master Comment Response
P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” Master Comment
Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General,” and Master
Comment Response ALTS-1, “Alternative Selection.”
SCVWD-26: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1,
“Purpose and Need and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR1, “Range of Alternatives General,” and Master Comment Response
ALTS-1, “Alternative Selection.”
SCVWD-27: Please refer to Master Comment Response WR-1, “Water
Rights,” and Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA
Compliance.”
SCVWD-28: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
SCVWD-29: Recommendations submitted by the comment author have
been incorporated into the Water Supply Reliability discussion for the
No-Action Alternative in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.2, “NoAction Alternative,” as well as in the Plan Formulation Appendix.
Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-4, “Socioeconomic and
Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.”
SCVWD-30: Recommendations submitted by the comment author have
been incorporated into the Water Supply Reliability discussion for the
No-Action Alternative in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.2, “NoAction Alternative” as well as in the Plan Formulation Appendix.
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Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-4, “Socioeconomic and
Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.”
SCVWD-31: Recommendations submitted by the comment author have
been incorporated into the Water Supply Reliability discussion for the
No-Action Alternative in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.2, “NoAction Alternative,” as well as in the Plan Formulation Appendix.
Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-4, “Socioeconomic and
Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.”
SCVWD-32: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-4,
“Socioeconomic and Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.”
SCVWD-33: The DEIS impact analysis in Chapter 16, “Socioeconomic,
Population, and Housing” discloses both the positive effects of
improving the quantity or reliability of water to agricultural, municipal
and industrial water users, as well as the on-going adverse effects of the
no action alternative on CVP service areas and compares the relative
impacts among the alternatives.
Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-4, “Socioeconomic and
Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.”
SCVWD-34: The commenter is correct that the Draft EIS does not
include water conserved from the water conservation program in its
estimates of the water supply increases from the action alternatives. As
explained in Chapter 2, “Management Measures” of the Plan
Formulation Appendix, water “saved” by conservation practices is often
water that, without conservation, would have returned to the hydrologic
system and become available for use by others. Therefore, the water
conservation program will not actually increase water supplies and it is
not included in the cost allocation process or in the estimates of water
supplies increases from the action alternatives.
SCVWD-35: The recommendations submitted by the comment author
have been incorporated into Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.1,
“Management Measures Common to All Action Alternatives,” under the
“Reduce Demand” measure and into the Plan Formulation Appendix.
The water conservation program is to be further developed.
SCVWD-36: Please refer to Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate
Change Uncertainty and Related Evaluations.”
SCVWD-37: Thank you for your comment. This comment appears to
be related to the SLWRI Draft Feasibility Report, not the DEIS, which is
the subject of these responses. As described in COST/BEN-2,
“Comments Related to the SLWRI Feasibility Report,” evaluations in
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the SLWRI Final Feasibility Report were updated based on alternatives
refinements and updated CVP and SWP operational assumptions
included in the SLWRI DEIS, including the 2008 Long-Term Operation
BA, 2008 USFWS BO, and 2009 NMFS BO. This comment was
considered in the development of evaluations and documentation for the
SLWRI Final Feasibility Report and associated Economics Appendix.
Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-2, “Comments
Related to the SLWRI Feasibility Report.”
SCVWD-38: As discussed in Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and
Water Management,” the proposed action is expected to have less-thansignificant or beneficial effects related to water supply deliveries.
Therefore, no adverse environmental justice impacts associated with
water supply deliveries are anticipated. Executive Order 12898 does not
require an evaluation of the benefits of federal actions on minority and
low-income populations.
SCVWD-39: Text has been revised in Final EIS.
SCVWD-40: Text amended to reflect comment.
SCVWD-41: Text has been revised per comment.
SCVWD-42: Text has been revised in Final EIS.
SCVWD-43: Reclamation agrees that other SLWRI action alternatives
are better able to meet the planning consideration of balancing increased
water supply reliability between agricultural and M&I uses. As
described in DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.1.6,
“Development and Refinement of Comprehensive Plans,” after the
release of the Preliminary DEIS, action alternatives were refined based
on several factors, including updates to CVP and SWP water operations
and stakeholder input. During this time, significant input was provided
by stakeholders requesting an alternative that focused primarily on CVP
water supply reliability and did not include specific operations to
increase SWP water supply reliability. Accordingly, water operations
under CP3 were refined to provide a more CVP-centered alternative,
which allowed for a greater range of focus and operations within the set
of action alternatives evaluated in the DEIS. Based on current
operational constraints and agreements, including the CVP and SWP
Coordinated Operations Agreement, integration of CVP and SWP
operations appears to maximize total increased water supply reliability
and provide the greatest ability to balance increased water supply
reliability between agricultural and M&I uses.
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33.9.14

Stockton East Water District

Response to Comment from Stockton East Water District
SEWD-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1,
“Addition or Change to the Mailing List.”
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33.9.15

San Luis & Delta Mendota Water Authority
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Responses to Comments from San Luis & Delta Mendota Water
Authority

SLDMWA-1: Thank you for your comment.
Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some People
Support Dam Raise and Other Oppose Dam Raise.”
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SLDMWA-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment
Response NEPA-1 “Sufficiency of EIS.”
SLDMWA-3: Reclamation sees no need to modify the basic project
purpose. It is consistent with current authorizations and the CALFED
Programmatic ROD.
Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need
and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General.”
SLDMWA-4: The decision-makers will have the opportunity to select
the alternative to recommend for Congressional Authorization. The EIS
provides sufficiently detailed information on all the action alternatives,
and the no action alternative to allow an informed decision consistent
with national policies. You comment will be included in the record for
the project.
Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need
and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General,” and Master Comment Response ALTS-1,
“Alternative Selection.”
SLDMWA-5: Operations of an enlarged Shasta Dam are currently
proposed to comply with existing contracts, agreements (including the
COA), existing laws, regulations and biological opinions. Reclamation
is not proposing, as part of the SLWRI, to modify any existing
agreements or contracts.
Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water Supply
Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.”
SLDMWA-6: Comment noted.
SLDMWA-7: As stated in Chapter 2, "Alternatives," the DEIS included
a No-Action Alternative which includes existing facilities, conditions,
land uses, and reasonably foreseeable actions expected to occur in the
study area. Reasonably foreseeable actions include actions with current
authorization, secured funding for design and construction, and
environmental permitting and compliance activities that are substantially
complete. In addition, the DEIS analyzed a range of alternatives that
looked at different operational scenarios (see the Plan Formulation
Appendix, Chapter 5 "Comprehensive Plans"). Varying regulatory
environments have also been addressed, based on best available
information. For example, the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) 2005 BO and Conference Opinion on the Long-Term
Operations of the CVP and SWP (2005 NMFS BO) and U.S.
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Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 2004
Formal Endangered Species Act Consultation on the Proposed
Coordinated Operations of the CVP and SWP (2004 USFWS BO) were
analyzed in the Preliminary DEIS (released in 2011) whereas the NMFS
2009 BO and Conference Opinion on the Long-Term Operations of the
CVP and SWP (2009 NMFS BO) and USFWS 2008 Formal
Endangered Species Act Consultation on the Proposed Coordinated
Operations of the CVP and SWP (2008 USFWS BO)were analyzed in
the DEIS. In addition, potential implications of climate change we also
evaluated in the DEIS (Climate Change Modeling Appendix)
SLDMWA-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
SLDMWA-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
SLDMWA-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
SLDMWA-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
SLDMWA-12: Comment Noted.
SLDMWA-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” Please refer to Master
Comment Response ALTS-1, “Alternative Selection.”
SLDMWA-14: Comment noted.
Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some People
Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
SLDMWA-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1,
“Sufficiency of the EIS.”
SLDMWA-16: Comment noted.
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General,” and Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development- Water Supply Reliability.”
SLDMWA-17: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
SLDMWA-18: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5,
“Some People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise,”
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Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the
Record.”
SLDMWA-19: Reclamation sees no need to modify the basic project
purpose. It is consistent with current authorizations and the CALFED
Programmatic ROD.
Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need
and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General.”
SLDMWA-20: As stated in Chapter 2, "Alternatives," the DEIS
included a No-Action Alternative which includes existing facilities,
conditions, land uses, and reasonably foreseeable actions expected to
occur in the study area. Reasonably foreseeable actions include actions
with current authorization, secured funding for design and construction,
and environmental permitting and compliance activities that are
substantially complete. In addition, the DEIS analyzed a range of
alternatives that looked at different operational scenarios (see the Plan
Formulation Appendix, Chapter 5, "Comprehensive Plans"). Varying
regulatory environments have also been addressed, based on best
available information. For example, the 2005 NMFS BO and 2004
USFWS BO were analyzed in the Preliminary DEIS (released in 2011)
whereas the 2009 NMFS BO and 2008 USFWS BO were analyzed in
the DEIS. In addition, potential implications of climate change we also
evaluated in the DEIS (Climate Change Modeling Appendix).
Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need
and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of
Alternatives General,” and Master Comment Response ALTS-1,
“Alternative Selection.”
SLDMWA-21: The Alternatives in the DEIS were formulated to be
consistent with the Economic and Environmental Principles and
Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation
Studies as described in the SLWRI Feasibility Report and to meet the
requirements of NEPA.
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative
Development- Water Supply Reliability,” and Master Comment
Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General,” and
Master Comment Response ALTS-1, “Alternative Selection.”
SLDMWA-22: The Alternatives in the DEIS were formulated to be
consistent with the Economic and Environmental Principles and
Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation
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Studies as described in the SLWRI Feasibility Report and to meet the
requirements of NEPA. The DEIS was based on the best available
science.
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative
Development-Water Supply Reliability,” and Master Comment
Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” and Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives General.”
SLDMWA-23: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1,
“Purpose and Need and Objectives,” Master Comment Response ALTR1, “Range of Alternatives General,” and Master Comment Response
ALTS-1, “Alternative Selection.”
SLDMWA-24: Please refer to Master Comment Response WR-1,
“Water Rights,” and Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA
Compliance.”
SLDMWA-25: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1,
“CEQA Compliance.”
SLDMWA-26: Recommendations submitted by the comment author
have been incorporated into the Water Supply Reliability discussion for
the No-Action Alternative in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.2,
“No-Action Alternative” as well as in the Plan Formulation Appendix.
Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-4, “Socioeconomic and
Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.”
SLDMWA-27: Recommendations submitted by the comment author
have been incorporated into the Water Supply Reliability discussion for
the No-Action Alternative in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.2,
“No-Action Alternative” as well as in the Plan Formulation Appendix.
Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-4, “Socioeconomic and
Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.”
SLDMWA-28: Recommendations submitted by the comment author
have been incorporated into the Water Supply Reliability discussion for
the No-Action Alternative in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.2,
“No-Action Alternative” as well as in the Plan Formulation Appendix.
Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-4, “Socioeconomic and
Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.”
SLDMWA-29: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-4,
“Socioeconomic and Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.”
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SLDMWA-30: The DEIS impact analysis in Chapter 16,
“Socioeconomic, Population, and Housing” discloses both the positive
effects of improving the quantity or reliability of water to agricultural,
municipal and industrial water users, as well as the on-going adverse
effects of the no action alternative on CVP service areas and compares
the relative impacts among the alternatives.
Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-4, “Socioeconomic and
Associated Indirect Environmental Effects.”
SLDMWA-31: The commenter is correct that the Draft EIS does not
include water conserved from the water conservation program in its
estimates of the water supply increases from the action alternatives. As
explained in Chapter 2, “Management Measures” of the Plan
Formulation Appendix, water “saved” by conservation practices is often
water that, without conservation, would have returned to the hydrologic
system and become available for use by others. Therefore, the water
conservation program will not actually increase water supplies and it is
not included in the cost allocation process or in the estimates of water
supplies increases from the action alternatives.
SLDMWA-32: The recommendations submitted by the comment author
have been incorporated into Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.1,
“Management Measures Common to All Action Alternatives,” under the
“Reduce Demand” measure and into the Plan Formulation Appendix.
The water conservation program is to be further developed.
SLDMWA-33: Please refer to Master Comment Response CC-1,
“Climate Change Uncertainty and Related Evaluations.”
SLDMWA-34: Thank you for your comment. This comment appears to
be related to the SLWRI Draft Feasibility Report, not the DEIS, which is
the subject of these responses. As described in COST/BEN-2,
“Comments Related to the SLWRI Feasibility Report,” evaluations in
the SLWRI Final Feasibility Report were updated based on alternatives
refinements and updated CVP and SWP operational assumptions
included in the SLWRI DEIS, including the 2008 Long-Term Operation,
2008 USFWS BO, and 2009 NMFS BO. This comment was considered
in the development of evaluations and documentation for the SLWRI
Final Feasibility Report and associated Economics Appendix.
Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-2, “Comments
Related to the SLWRI Feasibility Report.”
SLDMWA-35: As discussed in Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and
Water Management,” the proposed action is expected to have less-thansignificant or beneficial effects related to water supply deliveries.
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Therefore, no adverse environmental justice impacts associated with
water supply deliveries are anticipated. Executive Order 12898 does not
require an evaluation of the benefits of federal actions on minority and
low-income populations.
SLDMWA-36: Text has been revised in Final EIS.
SLDMWA-37: Text amended to reflect comment.
SLDMWA-38: Text has been revised per comment.
SLDMWA-39: Text has been revised in Final EIS.
SLDMWA-40: Reclamation agrees that other SLWRI action
alternatives are better able to meet the planning consideration of
balancing increased water supply reliability between agricultural and
M&I uses. As described in DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.1.6, “Development and Refinement of Comprehensive Plans,” after the
release of the Preliminary DEIS, action alternatives were refined based
on several factors, including updates to CVP and SWP water operations
and stakeholder input. During this time, significant input was provided
by stakeholders requesting an alternative that focused primarily on CVP
water supply reliability and did not include specific operations to
increase SWP water supply reliability. Accordingly, water operations
under CP3 were refined to provide a more CVP-centered alternative,
which allowed for a greater range of focus and operations within the set
of action alternatives evaluated in the DEIS. Based on current
operational constraints and agreements, including the CVP and SWP
Coordinated Operations Agreement, integration of CVP and SWP
operations appears to maximize total increased water supply reliability
and provide the greatest ability to balance increased water supply
reliability between agricultural and M&I uses.
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33.9.16

State Water Contractors
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Responses to Comments from State Water Contractors

SWC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”
SWC-2: Comment Noted.
SWC-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”
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SWC-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”
SWC-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”
SWC-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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